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Introduction 


Since publication of The Najdorffor the Tournament Player in 1988, the vol¬ 
ume of theory in the Najdorf Sicilian has increased by leaps and bounds. The 
Najdorf is regularly employed throughout the chess world, from club match 
to world championship, from rapid chess to correspondence; new lines arise 
and are overturned at a furious pace. Any hopes of covering the whole Najdorf 
in one volume were quickly dashed when I assembled the material and ob¬ 
served that it included 18,000 games. The book you are holding is, therefore, 
the first of two Complete Najdorf volumes; this one covers all the lines arising 
after 6 $Lg5. These include some of the sharpest lines known to opening the¬ 
ory, such as the notorious Poisoned Pawn and Polugaevsky Variations. 

Unlike many contemporary opening books, you will find very few com¬ 
plete games. As soon as the assessment of the position becomes clear, then I 
stop the analysis and give the evaluation. Alas, it is all too easy these days to 
drop complete games into a book - a couple of mouse clicks, and a page is 
filled. A few carefully selected complete games can be beneficial, but in my 
view an opening book should be about the opening; including hundreds of ir¬ 
relevant complete games only serves to distract from the main point of the 
book - in any case nobody ever plays them through. Even the flimsy justifica¬ 
tion that it is helpful to see typical plans in the resulting middlegame positions 
doesn’t apply to the 6 JLg5 Najdorf; the typical plan is to randomly hack to¬ 
wards the opposing king. 

I have also largely refrained from pointing out analytical errors by others. It 
is just too easy, with Fritz humming away quietly in the background, to un¬ 
cover mistakes made by those without access to such tools. The object of this 
book is to offer, so far as is reasonably possible, correct analysis, and not to 
dwell lovingly on other people’s oversights. 

I would like to thank all those who helped with this book: in no particular 
order, Maurice Johnson, who helped supply a large number of correspon¬ 
dence games; Daniel Olim, for turning over his Najdorf notebook; Graham 
Burgess, for editing the book and, finally, my wife Petra for typesetting and 
proof-reading. 


John Nunn 
November, 1996 



1 Main Line with 10 g4 


Many years ago this was regarded as 
the fundamental line of the 6 Jig 5 
Najdorf. Subsequently the Poisoned 
Pawn and Polugaevsky variations 
were developed and stole much of 
the limelight. Moreover 10 jLd3 be¬ 
gan to take over from 10 g4 as the 
most popular 10th move against the 
main line. 10 g4 went out of fashion 
and became a backwater of the Naj¬ 
dorf. Although the Poisoned Pawn 
has lost none of its glamour, 10 $Ld3 
has in its turn fallen into disrepute 
because of difficulties both with 
10...h6 and with 10...b5. The result is 
that 10 g4 is once again a common 
sight in grandmaster games. A great 
deal of new material has arisen since 
publication of The Najdorf for the 
Tournament Player, so this chapter 
is greatly expanded. 

1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
£>f6 5 £>c3 a6 6 &g5 e6 7 f4 ±e7 8 
»f3 Wc7 9 0-0-0 £>bd7 10 g4 (D) 



10 ... b5 

The alternatives are: 

1) 10...Hb8 (there doesn’t seem to 
be any real reason why Black should 
commit himself to this so soon) 11 
±xf6 gxf6 (ll...i.xf6 12 g5 &e7 13 
f5 gives White a head start over line 
B below) 12 f5 £>e5 13 Wh3 h6 (it 
looks too dangerous to castle when 
White has the extra tempo g4) 14 
#h5 4>f8, Borsavolgyi-Mozes, Hun¬ 
gary Cht 1991, 15 $)ce2, followed 
by £M4, is ±. 

2) 10...£\c5 1 1 e5 ! is very strong 
as ll...dxe5 12 fxe5 #xe5 13 Jk.f4 
traps the queen. 

3) 10...0-0 and now: 

3a) 11 &g2 £>c5 (ll...Sb8 12 
jLxf6 JLxf6 13 g5 JLxd4 14 Hxd4 e5 
15 Bd2 exf4 16 #xf4 £)e5 17 h4 
Ae6 18 h5 f6 19 g6 h6 20 &h3 &xh3 
21 Sxh3 ± Hernandez-Nascimento, 
Gran Canaria 1989) 12 e5 (12 %3 
&d7 13 ±xf6 gxf6? {13...&xf6 «} 
14 Shel Sac8 15 £)f5! jk.c6 {or 
15...exf5 16 £ld5 #d8 17 exf5 Se8 
18 g5 fxg5 19 Sxe7! +-} 16 £)d5 
JLxd5 17 £lxe7+ #xe7 18 exd5 ± 
Paglilla-Adla, Argentine Ch 1989) 
dxe5 13 fxe5 4)d5 14 jLxe 7 £)xe7 15 
Shel £>g6 16 g5 Sb8 17 &bl ± 
Kaak-Zuk, corr 1994. 

3b) 11 ±h4 b5 12 g5 £)e8 13 
£)f5! (13 &h3 £sc5 14 f5 b4 15 
<S)ce2 ±b7 16 £)g3 d5 17 f6 dxe4 ? 
Joseph-De Valliere, corr 1988) exf5 
14 £id5 Wd8 15 exf5 Sa7 16 We3 
£ic5 17 Sel ±. 
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3c) 11 Axf6 Axf6 12 g5 Axd4 
13 Sxd4 b5 14 Ag2 (14 h4 M7 15 
M3 <£c5 16 a3 M6 17 h5 a5 18 g6 
h6 19 b4 axb4 20 axb4 f5! 21 bxc5 
dxc5 22 Sddl b4 + Nisipeanu-Arde- 
leanu, Romania Ch 1992; 14 f5 £ie5 

15 «Tg3 Wc5 16 Sd2 b4 17 *hdl exf5 
18 Ag2 f4 19 Wxf4 M6 ? Radecke- 
VitolinS, Porz 1992) M7 15 Shdl 
£>c5 16 a3 Sac8 17 Sld2 (17 Wh3 
f5 18 exf5 Bxf5 19 Sxd6 Axg2 20 
®xg 2 Sxf4 = Larsen-Andersen, corr 
1986) M6 (17...Sfd8 18 Wdl) 18 
Sxd6 a5 19 Wfl £>b7 20 S6d4 b4 21 
axb4 axb4 22 Bxb4, Shirov-Vitolins, 
Riga 1985, and Black doesn’t have 
enough for the two pawns, although 
he did win in the end. 

4) 10...h6 11 Axf6 (11 M4 b5 
{1 l...g5 12 e5 dxe5 13 fxg5 hxg5 14 
Jfcg3 Sb8?! 15 h4 gxh4 16 g5 &h5 
17 g6 fxg6 18 £>xe6 Wb6? 19 £d5 
+- Kutuzovic-Ott, Harkany 1994} 

12 Axf6 £>xf6 13 g5 £>d7 14 g6 {the 
adsitional move ...h6 has actually 
weakened Black’s kingside} £tf6 15 
gxf7+ *xf7 16M3 M7 17 Shgl ± 
Schmidt-Kuntz, corr 1968) with the 
alternatives: 

4a) ll...£\xf6 12 g5 hxg5 13 fxg5 
£id7 14 g6 £>e5 15 gxf7+ &xf7 16 
#g3 Ag 5+ 17 Ml Adi 18 M3 
Bh6 19 Shfl ± Bakker-Do, corr. 

4b) ll...gxf6 (Black has spent a 
tempo on the fairly useless ...h6) 12 
f5 (playing as in the usual ...gxf6 line 
seems best; 12 M3 b5 {12...£fo6 13 
f5 e5 14 ^de2 M7 15 £>g3 0-0-0 16 
£tfl ± Piuva-Kaunonen, corr 1988} 

13 g5 hxg5 14 Axe6 fxe6 15 £ixe6 
#c6 16 £k!5 Ea7 17 e5 was unclear 
in Licina-Savic, Pula 1989) £ie5 13 
Wh3 Ad7 14 fxe6 fxe6 15 g5 fxg5 

16 £>xe6 Axe6 17 #xe6 #d7 18 


®b3 ± Fairclough-Hon Kah Seng, 
Thessaloniki OL 1984. 

4c) ll...Mf6 (best, as this re¬ 
veals the only advantage to not hav¬ 
ing played ...b5 - White cannot meet 
.. jkxf6 by Axb5) 12 h4 and now: 

4cl) 12...b5? 13 &xb5 +- 

4c2) 12..M7 13 g5 (13 Ag2 £>b6 
14 g5 M7 15 g6 0-0 16 gxf7+ Sxf7 
17 M3 #c8 18 Wg3 £>c4 = Cvijic- 
Palos, Banja Vrucica 1987) £}f8 14 
gxh6 Sxh6 15 h5 £>h7 16 M2 Adi 
17 Shgl Af8 with equality, Koppe- 
Hadenau, corr 1988. 

4c3) 12...fib8 13 g5 (13 £>db5 
axb5 14 5)xb5 is also promising) 
Acl 14 g6 £>f6 15 gxf7+ *xf7 16 
M3 b5 17 f5 e5 18 £>e6 Wc4 19 
Wg3 Axe6 20 Wg6+ 1-0 Karabalis- 
Ezzidin, Hessenliga 1994. 

4c4) 12...g6 13 g5 &g7 14 h5 
£if8 15 gxh6 Axh6 16 Ml M7 17 
f5 gxf5 18 exf5 0-0-0 19 fxe6 fxe6 
20 M3 Agl 21 £>ce2 £ Pantaleoni- 
Turci, Reggio Emilia 1988. 

4c5) 12...Wb6!13^de2(134)ce2 
g5!?) &c5 (13...g5 14 e5 dxe5 15 
fxg5 e4 16 Wxe4 hxg5 17 h5 £)e5 18 
£>d4 Adi 19 Sh3 0-0-0 « Molvig- 
Kristensen, Copenhagen 1995) 14 
g5 Acl 15 £>d4 Adi 16 M4 Wb4 
17 M2 0-0-0 18 Ml M8 19 a3 
Wb6 20 We3 Sc8 = Bordos-Szirmai, 
Zalakaros 1994. 

We return to the main line after 

10.. .b5 (D): 

11 Axf6 

Other moves: 

1) 11 M3 (this position can also 
arise from chapter 2 after 10 M3 
M7 11 g4) M7 12 Shel Qc5 (or 

12.. .b4 13 £>ce2 £>c5 14 £>g3 0-0 15 
®e2 Sfc8 16 Ml £>xd3 17 Sxd3 a5 
with equality, Semionova-Pesout, 
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Pardubice 1992) 13 &bl b4 14 Axf6 
±xf6 15 £>ce2 h6 16 4)b3 £>a4 17 
£ted4 0-0 ? Kakuk-Kacincova, Bala- 
tonbereny 1993. 

2) 11 $Lg2 $Lbl 12 Shel (12 #e2 
b4 13 £>bl £>c5 14 e5 dxe5 15 i.xb7 
#xb7 16 #xe5 Sc8 17 f5, Stan- 
chev-Liangov, Stara Zagora 1989, 

17...Wxhl! -+) b4 (12...£>b6 13 
±xf6 £xf6 14 g5 Ae7 15 h4 b4 16 
£>ce2 g6 17 ^bl d5 18 e5 £>a4 19 
h5 #b6 20 Shi « Sakharov-Korch- 
noi, USSR Ch 1960) 13 £>d5 exd5 
14 exd5 *f8 15 Se8 + Bern- 
stein-Fischer, USA Ch (New York) 
1957/8. 

3) 11 a3 (after this a transposi¬ 
tion into lines considered later is 
likely) and now: 

3a) ll..JLb7 12 h4 (12 Axf6 and 
now both 12...gxf6 and 12...£>xf6 
transpose into later lines) £>c5 13 
.&xf6 .&xf6 14 g5 Axd4 15 Sxd4 
0-0-0 (15...0-0 would be similar to 
line 3 in the note to Black’s 10th 
move) 16 Ah3 &b8 17 Shdl g6 18 
#e3 ±c6 19 ±fl h6 20 b4 £>b7 21 
24d2 hxg5 22 hxg5 ± Hendriksen- 
Eliason, corr 1960. 

3b) 11...2b8 12 Jih4 (12 i.xf6 
£>xf6 transposes into the note to 
White’s 12th; 12...gxf6 transposes 


into the analysis of 11 ...gxf6 below) 
£>c 5 (12...h6 13 i.xf6 ±xf6 14 
±xb5 axb5 15 £sdxb5 #b6 16 2xd6 
Wc5 17 ®d3 « Rizzo-Pavel, corr 
1985) and now: 

3bl) 13i.xf6gxf6(13...i.xf614 
JLxb5+ ^fS 15 jLc4 Wb6, Hartston- 
Portisch, Bath Echt 1973, and now 
16 b4! was good for White) 14 f5 
b4 15 axb4 2xb4 <*> Stean-Momeni, 
Teesside 1973. 

3b2) 13 g5 £}fxe4 14 £>xe4 
£>xe4 15 Wxe4 £b7 16 £>xe6 fxe6 
17®xe6£xhl 18Ah3(18g6d5 19 
W f7+ &d8 20 2xd5+ £xd5 21 
Wxd5+ mi 22 i.xe7+ &xe7 23 
We5+ Wc6 24 #c7+ <&f6 25 Wc3+ 
is also a draw) £f3 19 2el d5 20 g6 
i.e4 21 2xe4 dxe4 22 Wfl+ V 2 -V 2 
Dementiev-Sadov, USSR 1976. 

3b3) 13 2gl b4 14 axb4 2xb4 15 
g5 fofdl 16 £el #b6 17 £>d5 exd5 
18 JixM Wxb4 19 exd5, Semionova- 
Ioseliani, Sochi worn Ct (2) 1983, 

19...&a4! 20 £>b3 £>dc5 21 f5 £>xb2 
22 <&xb2 £>a4+ 23 *cl ^a3+ 24 
&d2 #b4+ either forces a draw or 
induces the white king to venture to 
e3. 

11 ... &xf6 

Both the other recaptures are play¬ 
able. For a long time theory (and The 
Najdorffor the Tournament Player]) 
justgave ‘ll..JLxf6? 12 £xb5’,but 
this sacrifice does not have the le¬ 
thal effect that was once supposed. 

Il...gxf6 was once adopted by 
Fischer, who followed it up with the 
apparently suicidal ...0-0. However, 
there is no mate and this line, while 
risky for Black, has not been defi¬ 
nitely refuted. 

Dealing first with ll....&xf 6(D), 
White may reply: 
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1) 12 &xb5 and now: 

la) 12...axb5? (this really is bad 
for Black) 13 £)dxb5 ®a5 (13...#c5 
14 £>xd6+ *f8 15 e5 &e7 16 Wxa8 
1-0 Bikady-Djuric, Huy 1992) 14 
£>xd6+ &e7 15 e5 «&xe5 16 fxe5 
£}xe5 17 #e4 +- Dlauchy-White, 
Balatonbereny 1994. 

lb) 12...0-0 13 £xd7 (13 e5 dxe5 

14 £>xe6 fxe6 15 ^xa8 axb5 16 
&xb5 Wb6 17 £>d6 exf4 ¥ Gerola- 
Innorta, corr 1986) Jixdl 14 g5 Ae7 

15 h4 Bab8 16 f5 %bl 17 £>b3 Ifc8 

18 f6 Af8 19 h5 t Outerelo-Ugalde, 
Spain Cht 1993. 

lc) 12...2b8! 13 &xd7+ Axd7 
14 Wd3 (14 £>b3 0-0 15 g5 Ae7 16 
h4 Bfc8 17 Bh2 a5 18 f5 a4 19 f6 
&f8 20 £>d4 a3 ¥ Kalmar-Csuri, con- 
1987; 14 £ice2 g6 15 g5 Ag7 16 f5 
Ae5 17 fxg6 hxg6 18 Shfl Ab5 19 
Bf2 £.xe2 20 Bxe2 #c4 21 £>b3 a5 
® Noble-Cay ford, corr) Sb6 15 g5 
Ae7 16 h4 0-0 17 f5 Bfb8 18 f6 Af8 

19 h5 d5 20 exd5 Bxb2 « Dutta-Brit- 
ton, Hastings 1995. 

2) 12 £>cxb5 axb5 13 £>xb5 ®b8 
14 £}xd6+ ^f8 

3) 12 e5 Ab7 13 £>dxb5 axb5 14 
£>xb5 Wxc2+! 15 <£>xc2 &xf3 16 
£>c7+ ^e7 + Turner-Polnarieva, St 
Ingbert 1990. 


4) 12 g5 (the most promising 
move if White does not want to sacri¬ 
fice on b5) ^.xd4 13 Bxd4 ^.b7 
(13...0-0 transposes to line 3c of 
the note to Black’s 10th move) 14 
&e20-0 15 Bhdl £>b6(15...Sac8 16 
Bld2 £>b6 17 a3 d5 18 exd5 {18 
e5!?} &xd5 19 £>xd5 Axd5 20 #h3 
f5! 21 Wc3 Wc5 with an equal posi¬ 
tion in Eisen-Cayford, corr 1990) 16 
We3 Sac8 17 f5 d5 18 fxe6 fxe6 19 
exd5 &xd5 20 Sh4 g6 21 Ag4 Bfe8 
22 Bxd5 exd5 23 &e6+ 2xe6 24 
Wxe6+ ± Becerra Rivero-Herrera, 
Cuban Ch 1991. 

Now we move on to the two im¬ 
portant recaptures: 

A: ll...gxf6 
B: 11...SM6 


A) 

11 ... gxf 6(D) 



12 f5 

By far the most popular move. 
White at once blockades the doubled 
f-pawns and prepares to exert pres¬ 
sure on e6. The defect is that Black’s 
knight is given an excellent square 
on e5. 

Other moves: 
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1) 12h4b4 (12...£.b7 13 g5 b4 
14 £sce2 £sc5 15 £>g3 d5 16 £>h5 
0-0-0 17 gxf6 dxe4 18 #e3 Ad6 19 
&bl &b8 20 Ah3 Ad5 + Barthel- 
Daemering, worn Bundesliga 1993) 

13 £>ce2 Ab7 14 £>g3 d5 15 Ag2 
dxe4 16 £>xe4 0-0-0 17 Shel h5 + 
Kholmov-Suetin, Moscow Z 1964. 

2) 12 Ag2 and now: 

2a) 12...iLb7 13 Shel (13 a3 
£>b6 14 f5 e5 15 £ib3 Sc8 16 #e2 
£>c4 17 4M5 Axd5 18 Sxd5 Wb6 
V 2 -V 2 Kavakul-Asaturoglu, Lucerne 
OL 1982) 0-0-0! 14 a3 £rt>6 15 Sd3 
&b8 16 Sedl d5! 17 exd5 £lxd5 18 
£ixd5 Axd5 19 ttfl Ac5 = Gli- 
goric-Fischer, Zurich 1959. 

2b) 12...b413£>a4(13£ld5exd5 

14 exd5 4ic5 15 Shel Ad7 {15...*f8 

16 Se3 £5 17 gxf5 Af6 18 Sdel Ad7 
19 £)e6+ £)xe6 20 dxe6 ® Mandi6- 
Klubis, Novi Sad 1988} 16 Se3 *d8 

17 Sdel Af8 + Righi-O’Neill, Novi 
Sad OL 1990) Ab7 14 Wb3 Sb8 15 
f5 e5 16 £le2 #a5 17 Sd5 Axd5 18 
exd5 h5 -+ Babic-K.Mowsziszian, 
Berlin Summer 1994. 

3) 12 Ad3 b4 (12...Ab7 13 &bl 
Bc8 14 Shel #a5 15 £lce2 b4 16 
Wh3 h6 17 £)g3 *f8 18 Sfl #b6 19 
£ige2 <Sic5 = Mazi-Gallob, Finken- 
stein 1995) 13 £lce2 Ab7 14 *bl 
(14 £lg3 0-0-0 15 £>bl &b8 16 #e2 
£>c5 17 £ib3 &a7 18 Shfl Sc8 19 
Bel Wb6 20 f5 £ixb3 21 axb3 #a5 
« Vasiliev-Zhukhovitsky, Smolensk 
1991) £>c5 15 Shel (15 f5 d5 16 
fxe6 dxe4 17 ex!7+ *f8 18 Axe4 
Axe4 19 '#xe4 £sxe4 20 <5)e6+ 
&xf7 21 £sxc7 Sa7 22 Sd4 4}f2 23 
Sfl £ixg4 24 £sd5 Sd8 = Padevsky- 
Evans, Havana OL 1966) d5 16 £)g3 
0-0-0 17 e5 fxe5 18 fxe5 Ah4 19 
Se2 Axg3 20 Wxg3 Sdg8 21 #f4 


We7 22 £>b3 £>xb3 23 cxb3 ± Papen- 
brock-Rondio, corr 1990. 

4) 12 a3 and now: 

4a) 12„.£tc5 13 f5 Bb8 14 fxe6 
fxe6 15 g5 fxg5 16 b4 g4 17 Wxg4 
<S)b3+ 18 4)xb3 #xc3 19 Wh5+ 
4>d8 20 Ah3 Ad7 21 Sd3 Wf6 22 
*bl ± Tolush-Aronin, USSR Ch 
1957. 

4b) 12...4)b6 13 h4 Ad7 14 g5 
0-0-0 15 a4 £ixa4 16 £>xa4 bxa4 17 
Axa6+ *b8 18 Ab5 Axb5 19 &xb5 
Wb7 20 #e2 ± Pavlov-Donner, Halle 
Z 1963. 

4c) 12...Ab7 13 f5 (13 h4 Bc8 14 
g5 £>c5 15 Ag2 e5?! 16 fxe5 fxe5 17 
£rf5 Sg8 18 Wh5 ± Falkowski-Her- 
born, corr 1987) e5 14 £>de2 (14 
£ib3 Sc8 15 Ad3 ^c5 16 *bl £k!7 
{not the sternest test of White’s 
play} 17 h4 h5 18 gxh5 Af8 19 tocl 
± Rusenescu-Jesso, corr 1967) £>b6 
(14...Sc8 15 £>g3 h6 16 h4 Sg8 17 
Ae 2 d5 18 exd5 Axa3 19 £>ge4 Af8 
20 d6 ± Litwin-Zienau, corr 1964) 
15 ?3d5 (15 4Dg3, as in the other ex¬ 
amples, looks better) Axd5 16 exd5 
5c8 17 £)c3 ?3c4 18 Axc4 bxc4 19 
*bl Sb8 20 *a2 h5 21 gxh5 Af8 • 
Mednis-Fischer, US A Ch (New York) 
1959/60. 

4d) 12...Eb8 (this position can 
also arise after 11 a3 Eb8 12 Axf6 
gxf6) 13 f5 (13 Ag2 0-0 14 Shgl 
4>h8 15 #h3 Sg8 16 ®h5 Sg7 17 
£>d5 exd5 18 £>f5 £)c5 19 &xg7 
’ixg? 20 g5 fxg5 + Manduch-Deb- 
nar, Slovakian Cht 1995; 13 h4 b4 14 
axb4 Sxb4 15 g5 {15 b3 Ab7 16 
Ac4 «a5 17 g5 £>c5 18 Shel f5 T 
Sibarevic-Polajzer, Zurich 1990} 
Wb6 16 £>b3 f5 17 exf5 Ab7 18 
Wh3 Axhl 19 tbchl We3+ 20 *bl 
T Hauswald-Bellas, corr 1986) 4)e5 
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14 #113 0-0 (the normal position, but 
with a3 and ...2b8 added; this should 
favour Black, because now he has 
the chance to open the queenside 
with ...b4) 15 #h6 4>h8 16 g5 2g8 
17 gxf6?! (not a critical line) £ig4 18 
#h5 ,&xf6 ? J.Nielsen-Hugolf, corr 
1969. 

Back to the main line after 12 f5 

(D): 



12 ... £ie5 

Or: 

1) 12...b4?! 13 fxe6 bxc3 14 
exd7+ itxd7 15 e5! and now: 

la) 15...#b8 16 #xc3 fxe5 17 
Qf5 Axf5 18 gxf5 Af6 19 #c6+ 
&e7 20 $Lc41 Kupreichik-Szekely, 
Lvov 1986. 

lb) 15...cxb2+ 16 &bl 2a7 17 
exf6 Af8 18 ±g2 +-. 

lc) 15...2b816exf6&f8 17 g5! 
2xb2 18 jLh3 2xa2 19 £ib3 &d8 
(19...i.xh3 20#xh3 #c5!? 212del+ 
&d8 22 2e3 #a3+ 23 *dl 2al+ 24 
4)xal #xal+ 25 &e2#xhl 262e8+! 
+-) 20 &xd7 &xd7 21 2d3 2a4 22 
2xc3 ± Estrin-Sergievsky, Minsk 
1962. 

2) 12...£k5 13 fxe6 (13 ±g2 b4 
14 £)ce2 e5 15 <S)b3 ±b7 16 S)g3 a5 
17 ibl a4 °° Morris-Browne, Lone 


Pine 1979) fxe6 14 b4 (14 a3 0-0 15 
&d3 2b8 16 h4 b4 17 axb4 2xb4 18 
#e3 #b6 + Capelan-Donner, Solin- 
gen 1968) £>a4 (14...0-0 15 g5? {15 
bxc5 dxc5 16 £>b3) fxg5 16 #g3 
£la4 17 £)xa4 bxa4 18 h4, Stein- 
bruck-Bandt, corr, 18...e5! +) 15 
I 23xa4 bxa4 16 2d3 0-0 17 2c3 #b6 
18 £>c6 2f7 19 <2)xe7+ 2xe7 20 i.c4 
± Hubner-Hort, Wijk aan Zee 1979. 

3) 12...e5? 13 £)d5 #b7 14 £)e2 
#c6 15 h4 i.b7 16 g5 2c8 17 £iec3 
#c5 18 b4 #c6 19 &d3 4)b6 20 g6 
&d8 21 g7 +- Maki-Briffel, Novi 
Sad OL 1990. 

13 #h3 (D) 

Or 13 #g3 i.d7 (13...0-0 14 *bl 
&h8 15 Ad3 2g8 16 h3 Ad7 17 
£>ce2 #c5 18 #g2 £ic4 = Roeberg- 
Balzar, GieBen 1992; 13...b4 {there 
is no reason to force White to play 
<5)c3-e2-f4, since he often adopts this 
manoeuvre voluntarily) 14 £)ce2 
#b7 15 £M4 2g8 16 h3 ± Ueter-Van 
der Veen, 2nd Bundesliga 1990) 14 
&bl (14 h4 2g8 15 &h3 #c8 16 
fxe6 fxe6 17 #c3 #c5 18 #h6 £>17! 
= Okner-Malishauskas, corr 1992) 
0-0-0?! 15 a4! ± Roeberg-Chandler, 
Doernigheim 1994. 



13 ... 0-0 (D) 
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Other moves are inferior: 

1) 13..Jk.d714figl 0-0-0 (14...b4 
15 £ice2 »a5 16 fxe6 Axe6 17 
£ixe6 fxe6 18#b32d8 19 &d4 ®b6 

20 £>xe6 1-0 Brustman-Byczynska, 
Poland Cht 1993) 15 £lce2 ^>b8 16 
£>f4 Sc8 17 Wb3 (17 fxe6! fxe6 18 
Wb3 ±) £)c6 18 £sxc6+ ®xc6 19 
£d3 jLd8 20 fxe6 ± V 2 -V 2 Olthof- 
Umezinwa, Philadelphia 1990. 

2) 13...b4 (a common mistake by 
Black in this line; White’s knight is 
heading for f4 in any case, so why 
spend a tempo pushing it there?) 14 
4ke2 exf5 (14...ib7 15 fxe6 Axe4 16 
exf7+ <&xf7 17 Ag2 Axg2 {17...d5 

18 JLxe4 dxe4 19 g5 ± Neumann- 
Frank, GieCen 1994} 18 #xg2 #c4 

19 &bl Sac8 20 #h3 Sc5 21 Shfl 
favours White, Koglin-Mai, worn 
Bundesliga 1994) and now White 
has a pleasant choice: 

2a) 15 exf5 Ab7 16 Ag2 £xg2 
(16...0-0-0 17 £>f4 Sdf8 18 <SM5 
£xd5 19 JLxd5 2fg8 20 Wfl Wb6 

21 We2 Af8 22 h3 ± Szczepankie- 
wicz-Chabaj, corr 1992) 17 Wxg2 
Bc8, Mulling-Herbom, corr 1986, 
18 £if4 ±. 

2b) 15 £>xf5 Axf5 16 gxf5 (16 
exf5 Bc8 17 4M4 Wb6 18 i.e2 d5 19 
Wb3 JLc5 20 #a4+ *e7 21 £lb3 ± 
Bergdahl-A.Andersson, corr 1967) 
Hc8 (16...h5 17 £sf4 Sc8 18 Wfb3 
Wc6 19 £id5 a5 20 a4 <&f8 21 Sgl 
H— Tortarolo-Girault, Cannes 1990; 
16...£lc4 17 £>f4 £sb6 18 #b3 a5 19 
i.b5+ <&f8 20 Shgl Wc5 21 Wg3 1-0 
Dieta-Carvalho, corr 1974) 17 Wb3 
(17 <S)d4 £sc6 18 #63 £)xd4 19 
2xd4 +- Riemer-Ceterski, corr 1982) 
£)g4 18 <S3d4 £)f2 19 i.xa6 Ba8 20 
£b5+ <&f8 21 Wc3 +- Mokos-Gu- 
bis, Slovakia Cht 1995. 



14 Sgl 

There are several other possibili¬ 
ties: 

1) 14 jLd3 normally transposes 
into the note to White’s 15th after 
14...&h8 15 Shgl. 

2) 14 Wh5 &h8 15 h4 Sg8 16 g5 
b4 (16...£d7 17 &bl Wb7 18 Ag2 
Sg7 19 Shfl Sf8 {Black’s play is 
too passive} 20 £ice2 Sgg8 21 4tlg3 
Ad8 22 Ah3 #c8 23 «h6 Se8? 24 
fxe6 fxe6 25 Sxf6 £> g 6 26 Sf7 1-0 
Pinkas-Jakubiec, Polish Ch 1993) 17 
£)ce2 fxg5 18 hxg5 jfiLxg5+ 19 &bl 
Sg7 20 £>f4 »e7 21 £)d3 Ab7 + 
Turlej-Jedrzejowski, corr 1992. 

3) 14 £>f3 b4 (14...jLd7 15 fxe6 
fxe6 16 £)xe5 dxe5 17 jk.d3 ^h8 18 
Sdfl Sg8 19 fT3 Saf8 20 h4 Sg7 
21 Jic2 JLc6 t Frysiak-Rosinski, 
con 1992) 15 £sbl itb7 16 £)xe5 
dxe5 17 i.d3 a5 18 #h6 exf5 19 gxf5 
<&h8 20 Sdgl Sg8 21 Sg3 a4 22 a3 
#b6 T Trzulja-Nemeth, Stockerau 
1993. 

4) 14 g5 fxg5 (14...b4? 15 gxf6 
±xf6 16 Sgl+ &>h8 17 #h6 We7 18 
<2)c6!! £)xc6 19 e5! Ag5+ 20 Sxg5 
f6 21 exd6 led to a brilliant White 
win in Kholmov-Bronstein, USSR 
Ch 1964) 15 fxe6 fxe6 16 £)xe6 Wd7 
17£ri5Sf3 (17...Wxe6 and 17...±d8 
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are also satisfactory) 18 Wh6 (not 18 
£>b6? Sxh3 19 £lxd7 i.xd7 20 
i.xh3 g4 +) Wxe6 19 Wxe6+ i.xe6 
20 £)xe7+ 4f7 21 £>f5 i.xf5 22 
exf5 Sd8 with an edge for Black. 

5) 14 £>ce2 < 4-118 (14...Ad7 15 
£>f4 Wc8 16 Wh6 <4h8 17 £sh5 Sg8 
18 5)xf6 ±) 15 4)f4 Eg8 and now: 

5a) 16 fxe6 fxe6 17 <£sfxe6 jLxe6 
18 £)xe6 Wc8 19 £ld4 Wxg4 (or 
19...£>xg4 20 Wh4 <?3e3 21 i.h3 
Wc7 22 Sd3 f5 23 Wf2 ± Walther- 
Pommerening, corr 1975; 19...Bxg4 
20 £>f5 Wc7 21 i.e2 Bgg8 22 Wb3 
Bg5 23 h4 Sgg8 24 Shgl 2ac8 25 
Exg8+ 2xg8 26 We6 +— Oechslein- 
Fleischmann, corr 1968) 20 Wxg4 
£)xg4 21 <53f5, Spassky-Donner, Lei¬ 
den 1970,21...i.d8!=. 

5b) 16 2gl transposes into the 
note to White’s 16th move. 

5c) 16 Jie2 (this line is one of 
White’s more promising possibili¬ 
ties) J.b7 (16...Wb7 17 2hel Wxe4 

18 £lh5 Wb7 19 Wh4 2g5 20 Wf2 
i.d7 21 h4 2gg8 22 £>xf6 £xf6 23 
fxe6 ± Nejezchlebova-Kubikova, 
corr 1991) 17 fxe6 fxe6, Kotkov-Be- 
linkov, USSR 1971, 18 £lfxe6 Wa5 

19 £>f5 ±. 

6) 14 Wh6 4-h8 and now: 

6a) 15 2d3!? £>xd3+ (15...£sxg4 
16 Wh4 2g8 17 2h3 2g7 18 2gl 
exf5 19 exf5 +-; 15,..2g8 16 2h3 
2g7 17 g5 Wd8 18 2gl Wg8 ±) 16 
&xd3 2g8 (16...b4 17 e5! bxc3 18 
fxe6 cxb2+ 19 4-bl +-; 16...exf5 17 
£ki5 Wd7 18 £sxf6 +-; 16...i.b7 17 
fxe6 2g8 18 £sd5 .&xd5 19 exd5 f5 

20 h4 ±; 16...e5 17 £d5 Wb7 18 
£>xf6+-; 16...Wc5!?) 17 2fl 2xg4 
(17...i.f8 18 Wh4 Wc5!?) 18 e5! 
Wd8 (18...dxe5 19 fxe6f5! 20 £id5 
is unclear, but not 20 2xf5 exd4! -+) 


19 £ic6 Wf8 20 Wh3 exf5 21 £>d5 • 
Muraveva-Gadzinskaya, corr 1992. 

6b) 15 g5 2g8 (not 15...Wd8? 16 
£>c6 <5ixc6 17 g6 +- Pjaeren-Gri- 
gorian, USSR 1974) 16 g6 (16 gxf6 
<S)g4 17 Wh5 JLx f6 ¥; 16 2gl fxg5 
17 fxe6 2g6 18 Wh5 Axe6 ¥ Lud- 
vigsen-Forsberg, corr 1974; 16JLh3 
is bad after 16...fxg5 or 16....&f8 17 
Wh5 2xg5) fxg6 and now: 

6bl) 17 <S)xe6 J&.xe6 18 fxe6 
2ac8 19 Wd2 (not 19 2d2? Wa5 20 
Wh3 (20 4-bl 2xc3 21 bxc3 Wxc3 
—+ Romanowski-Jedrzejowski, corr 
1984} f5 21 2d5 fxe4 22 We3 2gf8 
23 Wxe4 ±g5+ 24 4b 1 2xc3! 25 
bxc3 Wxc3 + Kolmann-Jedrzejow- 
ski, corr 1990) <53c4 20 itxc4 Wxc4 
21 Wd5 2ge8 (21...b4 22 Wxc4 
Bxc4 23 £id5 Se8 24 Shel £.d8 25 
b3 ±) 22 Sd4 (22 a3 &f8 23 Sd4 
Wc7 24 Bf 1 We7 25 a4 Sc5 + Wal- 
ther-Albrecht, corr 1988) Wc7 23 
Bf 1 Wb6 24 Ed3 Bc5 25 Wd4 Wd8 
26 <S3d5 Bc4 27 We3 ± Boll-Pom- 
mering, corr 1978. 

6b2) 17 fxe6 &b7 18 5M5 (18 
i.e2 b4 19 £id5 itxd5 20 exd5 Wa5 
21 4bl Wxd5 22 Bhgl Wc4 23 Bg3 
« Stypka-Malishauskas, Katowice 
1993) jLxd5 19 exd5 f5 (activating 
the dark-squared bishop; 19...Wc5 

20 &g2 a5 21 h4 f5 22 Wf4 a4 23 
4b 1 a3 24 b3 ±f6 25 Bh3 «£s g 4?! 
26 h5 jLxd4 27 hxg6 Bxg6 28 Bxd4 
+ Fonseca-Tilak, Dubai OL 1986; 
19...Sac8 20 Wd2?! f5 21 h4&f622 
h5 <£)c4 23 JLxc4 Wxc4 24 hxg6 
Sxg6 25 Wh2 Bc7 + Kelson-Tram- 
mell, Reno 1994) 20 Jig2 (20 Bgl 
Bac8 21 Wf4 i.f6 22 4bl £>c4 23 
Wf2 Wc5 24 c3 Wxd5 25 ±g2 Wc5 
26 Sd3 b4 -+ Halamus-Jedrzejow- 
ski, corr 1994; 20 £.e2 Eac8 21 4bl 
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&f6 22 Sd2 £>c4 23 Axc4 #xc4 24 
%3c6 Axb2 V 2 -V 2 Staudler-Hutschen- 
reiter, corr 1988; 20 Wd2 Af6 21 
£ic6 Eac8 22 £>xe5 &xe5 23 c3 b4 
24 c4 a5 ¥ Ziukin-Nalbandian, Sas 
van Gentjr Ech 1992) jLf6 21 h4 (21 
*bl Sac8 22 h4? ^c4 23 Wf4 £>xb2 
0-1 Fahner-De Vriendt, corr 1986) 
Eac8 22 £>c6 £>xc6 23 dxc6 Wa5 24 
jk.d5 JLe5 25 We3 £ Saarman-Sik- 
kila, corr 1992. 

14 ... &h8 

15 £ke2 (D) 

White may adopt various move- 
orders here, but however White con¬ 
tinues, he will often play £>ce2 
sooner or later. However, there is a 
clear distinction between lines in 
which Jid3 precedes $3ce2 and those 
in which £>ce2 is played first, block¬ 
ing in the fl-bishop. The main line 
deals with variations without $Ld3. 
The alternative is 15 ji.d3 (15 Wh6 
Sg8 16 g5 should be answered by 
16...fxg5 - see line 6b of the pre¬ 
vious note) Eg8 (15....&d7 16 £Sce2 
Wb6 17 #h6 2g8 18 2g3 2g7 19 
2dgl 2ag8 20 2h3 d5 21 fxe6 fxe6 
22 exd5 £>xd3+ 23 2xd3 exd5 » 
Wind-Haag, Wiesbaden 1988) 16 
£ice2 (16 2g3 kdl 17 £>f3 b4 18 
£>xe5 fxe5 19 £>e2 b3 20 axb3 a5 21 
<4>d2 a4 22 bxa4 2xa4 23 Wh5 ±g5+ 
24 ^el JLe8 with equality, as in the 
game Zahn-Brustman, Dortmund 
worn 1989) Wb6 (16...Ad7 17 2g3 
2ac8 18 £>f4 d5 19 £>h5 £>xd3+ 20 
2dxd3 dxe4 + Borbely-Csuri, corr 
1991; 16..Jfc5 17 <±>bl ±d7 18 c3 
b4 19 ±c2 a5 20 2g3 2ab8 21 cxb4 
2xb4 ¥ Kotylak-Jedrzejowski, corr 
1992; 16...£>xd3+?! 17 2xd3e5 18 
2c3 Wd7 19 £>c6 &b7 20 £>xe7 
Wxe7 21 £>g3 d5 22 exd5 2ad8 23 


£>h5 £xd5 24 Wh4 2g5 25 2h3 ± 
Sawadkuhi-Enders, Hamburg 1993) 
17 2g3 (or 17 2dfl Ad7 18 2g3 
£ixd3+ 19 2xd3 e5 20 £>b3 b4 21 
•g2 Ab5 22 2h3 2ad8 23 Sdl Ac4 
¥ Mathes-Huchenreiter, corr 1988) 
£d7 18 Sdgl Eg5 19 *bl Sag8 20 
£>f3 £>xf3 21 2xf3 exf5 22 exf5 b4 
23 Sff 1 Ac6 24 %3 d5 *> Korolev- 
Lipiridi, corr 1991. 



15 ... 2g8 

The most common possibility, but 
some other moves have been tried: 

1) 15...®b7 16 Wb3 <£c4 17 £>g3 
Wc7 18 £\h5 Eg8 19 Wc3 e5 20 £tf3 
Ab7 21 Axc4 #xc4 22 Wxc4 bxc4 
23 2del c3 24 bxc3 d5 25 £>d2 dxe4 
26 4^xe4 Egd8 = Renteria-Nalban- 
dian, Matinhos Wch jr 1994. 

2) 15..JU716 £>f4 2ac8 17 2g2 
Wb7 18 fxe6 fxe6 19 £ifxe6 2g8 20 
Jid3 2g6 21 We3, Stripunsky-Nal- 
bandian, Rostov 1993, 21..JLxe6 22 
£>xe6 f5! <*>. 

3) 15...£b7 16 Ag2 (16 £tf4 
Axe4 17 fxe6 d5 18 exf7 2xf7 19 
£>fe6 Wc8 «; 16 g57! fxg5 17 Wh6 
2g8 18 ±g2 2ac8 19 fxe6 2g6 20 
® h3 fxe6 + Dobsa-Mescheder, corr 
1992) Eg8 17 Ahl (17 Af3 d5 18 
exd5 £ixf3 19 £>xf3 £xd5 ¥) 2ac8 
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18 &bl (18 £if4 d5 19 exd5 ±) d5 19 
exd5 (19 fxe6 dxe4 20 exf7 £kf7 «>) 
exf5 (19...Axd5 20 fxe6 JLxhl 21 
exf7 ±) 20 gxf5 t. 

16 2g3 

Once again, White’s move-order 
is fairly flexible. White can also try 
to play without an immediate 2g3, 
for example 16 £lf4 d5 (Fischer sug¬ 
gested 16...#b7 17 Sel Wb6, but 
presumably the critical test is 17 
fxe6 fxe6 18 £}fxe6 JLxe6 19 £>xe6, 
which appears good for White) 17 
fxe6 (17 exd5 exf5 18 Jig2 «) dxe4 
and now: 

1) 18 2g3 Jixc6 with a further 
branch: 

la) 19 £>fxe6 fxe6 20 £>xe6 #b6 
(20...Wc8 21 g5 ±) 21 g5 Wf2 22 
2d2 Wel+ 23 2dl Wf2 (24 2e3!7) 
V 2 -V 2 Manik-Debnar, Slovakian Ch 
1994. 

lb) 19 #xh7+ *xh7 20 2h3+ 
&g7 21 4ifxe6+ fxe6 22 £ke6+ 
*f7 23 £>xc7 2a7 24 2h7+ 2g7 25 
2xg7+ &xg7 26 £>d5 (26 <Se6+ 
i?f7 27 £)d4 £}xg4 =) £>xg4 27 £h3 
f5! = Dimitrov-Lautier, Adelaide jr 
Wch 1988. 

2) 18 £k!5 #c5 and now: 

2a) 19&f5!±xe6(19...£d8 20 
Wh6^d3+!?oc; 19...#xgl 20&fxe7 
jLxe6 {20...®xg4? 21 #xg4 2xg4 
22 £>c7 2b8 23 Sd8+ <S?g7 24 &f5+ 
&g6 25 e7 +-) 21 <&xg8 i.xg4 22 
Wh6 Axdl 23 &gxf6 %6 24 ^xg6 
hxg6 25 *xdl Sd8 26 £>e2 ±) 20 
£ifxe7 £xd5 21 £>xg8 Sxg8 22 Sg3 
$M3 23 Wh6 Sg6 24 »f4 b4, Fio- 
rito-Van de Plassche, corr 1990, 25 
h4! <&xh4 (25...<&d4 26 c3) 26 2h3 
£>f3 27 Hh5 £>d4 28 #xe4 +-. 

2b) 19^xe7#xe7 20^f5l r xe6 
21 Wh6 &d7! (21...Ab7 22 2d6 


£ixg4 23 Wf4 ®xa2 24 2xg4 Wal+ 
25 &d2 #xb2 26 2xg8+ 2xg8 27 
£>d4 #b4+ 28 *dl 1-0 Nicholson- 
Girault, Cannes 1990) 22 2d6 (22 
^bl £ixg4) £>xg4! 23 2xg4 Wxf5, 
Gligoric-Fischer, Belgrade Ct 1959, 
24 2f4 *g5 25 #xf6+ Wxf6 26 
2dxf6 e3! 27 2xf7 2gl! 28 2xd7 e2 
29 2dl! exdlW+ 30 &xdl £>g7 31 
&el 2f8 32 2xf8 &xf8 33 *f2 ?. 
16 ... Jidl 

The main line, but various other 
moves are also playable: 

1) 16...d5? 17 exd5 exf5 18 gxf5 
2xg3 19 hxg3 Jidl 20 £tf4 

2) 16..JLb7 (this may be more 
promising than the main variation; 
Black is prepared to sacrifice the e6- 
pawn if necessary) 17 Jig2 d5 (or 

17.. .£te6 18 Wh6 £>xd4 19 &xd4 e5 
20 &e2 2ac8 21 2d2 #d8 22 &c3 
2c5 23 £M5? i.xd5 24 exd5 2c4 25 
Af3 Sf4 26 2h3 2g7 27 Ae2 #b6 ¥ 
Maciejewski-Malishauskas, Mied- 
zybrodzie 1991) 18 £tf4 2ac8! (not 

18.. .6c5? 19 »xh7+! &xh7 20 Eh3+ 
i?g7 21 £\dxe6+ fxe6 22 £ixe6+ 
&fl 23 2h7+ +- Hamalainen-Gul- 
lulu, Arnhem jr Ech 1988) 19 2d2 
Ad6 20 fxe6? <&c4 21 exf7 i.xf4 

22 fxg8®+ 0-1 Gaida-Jedrzejowski, 
corr 1992. 

3) 16...#b7 17 <&f4 (17 Jig2 
£d7 18 £>f4 2ae8 19 #h4 #c8 20 
£>h5 2g5 21 Af3 #c4 22 Ae2 #c8 

23 2c3 Wa8 24 2h3 *g8 25 fxe6 
fxe6 26 £ixf6+ Axf6 27 Wxh7+ *f8 
28 2fl +— Am.Rodriguez-Martin 
del Campo, Capablanca mem 1989) 
2b8 (17...®xe4!? may be possible, 
for example 18 £tfi5 #b7 19 JLg2 d5 
20 Wh4 2g5 21 £>f3 £>xf3 22 £xf3 
®c7 23 2h3 &g8 «; 17...Ad7 18 
fxe6 fxe6 19 £\dxe6 jtxe6 20 £}xe6 
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2ac8 21 Ag2 Wl 22 g5! fxg5 23 
Wf5 ± Ivanovic-Jacimovic, Yugo¬ 
slav Ch 1985) 18 Ag2 Ad7 19 Wh4 
®c8 20 Af3 Sg5 (20...2g7!? 21 
£>h5 2g5 22 Ae2 ±) 21 Ae2 #g8 
22 2dgl b4 23 £>h3 2g7 24 g5 fxg5 
25 £ixg5 ± Eisen-Domenden, con- 
1990. 

17 &f4 2ac8 

17...Wc8 18 Ae2 b4 19 ®h6 2g5 
20 2dgl a5 21 &h5 Wf8 22 ®xf8+ 
Axf8 23 £ixf6 ± Van der Tak-Wid- 
era, corr 1990. 

18 fxe6!? 

Or 18 &bl (18 £ih5 b4 19 #h4 
2g5 20 Ae2 Wd8 21 2fl a5 22 *bl 
a4 23 £}f4 ®g8 24 2fgl £ic4 « Van 
der Kleij-Van der Plassche, corr 
1987) #b7 and now: 

1) 19 Ag2 ®b6!? 20 ®h4 (20 
fxe6 fxe6 21 £>dxe6 Axe6 22 £ixe6 
®f2 23 £id4! looks good for White) 
Sc4 21 2h3 (21 £>de2!?) 2g7 22 
£>de2 (22 c3 b4!) £>xg4 23 £>h5 
2g8 24 Af3? (24 £>hf4 2g7 25 <£h5 
=) exf5 25 2gl (25 GM4 2g7 26 
£>d5 ®d8 27 b3 2c5 28 £>ef4 £>e5 
+) We3! -+ Wolff-de Firmian, New 
York 1989. 

2) 19 Ad3!? £>xd3?! (19...d5!? 
20 exd5 £}xd3 21 2gxd3 e5 22 d6! 
Ad8 23 £>de6! fxe6 24 £ixe6 Axe6 
25 fxe6 #g7 «o) 20 cxd3 e5 21 £>d5 
Ad8 22 £>c2 b4 23 d4! a5 24 Wh6 
®c6 25 5c 1 Sg7 26 <S)xf6 Axf6 27 
®xf6 ± Stripunsky-Istratescu, Bu¬ 
charest 1994. 


18 ... 

fxe6 

19 Wg2!(D) 


19 ... 

Af8 


The critical moment, since in the 
main line Black gradually falls into 
an inferior position. The alterna¬ 
tives are: 



1) 19..,Wa5? (only puts the queen 
offside) 20 &bl d5 21 exd5 exd5 22 
£>xd5 Axg4 23 ^ixe7! +-. 

2) 19...Sxg4?20Sxg4&xg4 21 
£tfxe6 Axe6 22 £ixe6 Wc6 23 h3 

H—. 

3) 19...£>c4? 20 £>dxe6 ±xe6 
21 £>xe6 #d7 22 £>f4 £>e5 23 £>d5 
+- Kotronias-Tzoumbas, Greek Ch 
1995. 

4) 19...£sxg4 20 £>fxe6 £xe6 21 
£lxe6 Wdl 22 £>d4 £le3 (22...£>e5 
23 #f2, intending jLh3) 23 #h3! 
Wxh3 24 &xh3 Sxg3 (24...£>xdl? 

25 £.xc8 Sxg3 26 hxg3 £>f2 21 
Jixa6 G)xe4 28 £sf5 ±) 25 hxg3 2g8 

26 Egl ±. 

20 £tfxe6 Jixe6 

White has the advantage, for ex¬ 
ample 21 £sxe6 Wf7 (21.. .&h6+ 22 
g5! Wei 23 gxh6 Wxe6 24 Wf2!) 22 
£)xf8 2gxf8 23 *bl Sc6 24 Ad3 
We6 25 g5 fxg5 26 Sxg5 and White 
has a clear extra pawn, Brodsky- 
Stoica, Romania 1994. 

B) 

11 ... £>xf6 

12 g5 

Here we will analyse an interest¬ 
ing side-line, which is based on the 
idea of preventing ...4<M7 by playing 
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an early f5 to exert pressure on e6. 
The immediate 12 f5 is bad because 
of 12...M 13 £>ce2 (13 fxe6 bxc3 14 
exf7+ <&xf7 15 Sgl {15 g5 Ag4; 15 
e5 Ab7) &e8 16 g5 Wbl -+ Kover- 
Pires, corr 1980) e5 14 ^b3 £)xe4 
(the simple 14.. .Ab7 15 £>g3 Sc8 16 
Ad3 d5 also looks good for Black) 

15 »xe4 Ab7 16 2d5 Sc8 17 £>al 
Wc4 18 Wxc4 2xc4 19 Ag2 Axd5 
20 Axd5 2xg4 ? Damink-Nivard, 
corr 1991. It follows that White 
needs to preface f5 by a3 in order to 
maintain the knight on c3. The posi¬ 
tion White is aiming for arises after 
12 a3 2b8 13 f5, but there is no per¬ 
fect move-order to reach this posi¬ 
tion. The move-order we give here, 
with 12 a3, can be met by 12...£>d7, 
when White may have nothing better 
than 13 g5 transposing to line B1 be¬ 
low. It follows that if White wants to 
adopt this system, he should try 11 
a3 2b8 12 Axf6 £>xf6 13 f5, al¬ 
though this has the (admittedly much 
smaller) defect that Black can try 
12...gxf6!?. 

In any case, here is the analysis: 
12 a3 2b8 (12...<£d7 13 Ag2 {anin¬ 
teresting attempt to avoid a transpo¬ 
sition; 13 g5 leads to line B1 below, 
while 13 f5 $Sc5 14 «Tg3 2b8 15 g5 
b4 16 axb4 2xb4 is obviously fine 
for Black} 0-0 14 e5 d5 15 £>f5 £>b6 

16 £>xe7+ ®xe7 17 g5 b4 18 £>bl 
Ad7 19 2d3 bxa3 20 £>xa3 f6 21 
®e3 2ab8 « Hector-Rowson, Co¬ 
penhagen 1996) 13 f5 (D) (13 g5 
4kl7 is again Bl; the idea of playing 
f5 first is to prevent ...£kl7 when g5 
finally does come) and now: 

1) 13...d5 14 fxe6 fxe6 15 exd5 
0-0 16 ^6 2b6 17 £>xe7+ ®xe7 18 
®e 3 2b8 (18...2d6 19 Ah3!) 19 d6 



®b7 (19...®d7 20 Ah3 b4 21 axb4 
2xb4 22 2hgl +- Pletanek-Pesout, 
Pardubice 1992) was Szilagyi-Tobor, 
corr 1984, and now 20 Ae2! b4 21 
Af3 «ft7 22 axb4 2xb4 23 2hf 1 +-. 

2) 13...exf5 14 gxf5 (14 £>xf5!) 
b4 15 axb4 2xb4 16 £>b3 Ab7 17 
2d4 2xd4 18 £>xd4 Wb6 19 £>b3 0-0 
20 Ad3 2c8 21 2el £>d7 22 *bl 
Af6 ? Van Kempen-Hovingh, con- 
1987. 

3) 13...b4?! 14 axb4 2xb4 15 g5 
0-0 (15...£>d7 16 fxe6 Axg5+ 17 
*bl £>b6 18 #xf7+ ®rf7 19 exf7+ 
&d7 20 Ah3+ &c7 21 Axc8 <£xc8 
22 £>e6 Af6 23 <&d5! +- Thipsay- 
Howell, London 1985) 16 gxf6 (16 
Sgl!?) Axf6 17 £>b3 Ad7 18 Sgl 
a5 19 ®g3 Ae5 (19...a4? 20 Sxd6! 
axb3 21 e5 +-) 20 Wh4 Wb6! 21 
Bg3! a4 22 f6 g6, Psakhis-Cvitan, 
Hartberg 1991, and now Psakhis 
gives 23 Sh3 h5 24 Ae2! axb3 25 
Axh5 Ba8!7 26 Axg6! Sal+ 27 
&d2 Sxdl+ 28 £>xdl Sd4+ 29 <&e2 
Wb5+ 30 4>e3! +-. 

4) 13...0-0 (this looks risky) 14 
g5 and now: 

4a) 14.J5M7 15 f6 (15 ®h5 &e5 
16 Sgl {16 Ah3 «c4 17 f6 Ad8 18 
Bhfl Ab6 - Savon-Donner, Wijk 
aan Zee 1972} Se8 17 Sg3 g6 18 
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Wh4 Af8 19 £tf3 b4 20 £lxe5 dxe5 
21 axb4 2xb4 22 Sh3 h6 23 gxh6 
&h7 24 fxg6+ fxg6 25 Wf6 i.xh6+ 
26 Sxh6+ 1-0 Howell-Britton, Oak¬ 
ham 1994) and now: 

4al) 15...i.d816'i f g3(16fxg7!? 
&xg7 17 Wh5 £te5 18 #h6+ 4>g8 
19 Ji.h3!? b4 looks incredibly dan¬ 
gerous, but I cannot see a forced 
win, for example 20 Af5 £)g6 21 
JLxg6 fxg6 22 axb4 2xb4 23 2hfl 
%7 or 20 £)f5 f6! 21 gxf6 2xf6) b4 
17 axb4 Bxb4 18 h4 #b6 19 £sb3 
Ac7 (19...£se5!?) 20 fxg7 *xg7 21 
®f3 ±b7 22 iLh3 £d8 23 £ld5 4ie5 
24 #115 °° Kulling-Freeman, corr 
1985. 

4a2) 15...gxF6 16 gxf6 £lxf6 (or 
16...i.xf6 17 Bgl+ <&h8 18 £h3 b4 
19 4id5!? °°) 17 e5 dxe5 18 £>c6 
<&h8 19 £lxb8 #xb8 20 Ag2 (20 
2gl ±) b4 21 axb4 #xb4 22 Bhel 
#f4+ 23 #xf4 exf4 24 Af3 = Kava- 
lek-Donner, Wijk aan Zee 1969. 

4b) 14...£te8 15 Bgl (15 f6 gxf6 
could transpose to 4a2 above) b4 16 
axb4 Bxb4 17 Bg3 (17 f6 £d8 18 
2g3 is another idea) #c5 (17...g6 18 
M2 {18 b3 #c5 19 £c4 <S)c7 20 f6 
jS.d8 21 h4 £)b5 22 £>cxb5 axb5 23 
c3 2xc4 24 bxc4 #a3+ 25 4d2 b4 % 
Pares Vives-Quinteros, Torremoli- 
nos 1975} #b6 19 £ib3 a5 20 f6 
i.d8 21 Sh3 M6 22 iLxa6 #xa6 23 
£>c5 #c6 24 £sd3 Bd4 25 Bh6 ± 
Szilagyi-Raymaekers,corr 1980) 18 
£>b3 #e5 19 Ad3 (19 f6 ,&d8 20 
Ad3 gxf6 21 h4 kbl 22 £)d2 f5 + 
Brustman-Peptan, Timisoara worn Z 
1993) a5 20 £ld2 a4 21 f6 (21 £lc4 
Bxc4 22 £xc4 a3 23 f6 axb2+ 24 
&bl ±d8 25 Bdgl gxf6? (25...i.b6 
«} 26 gxf6+ £>h8 27 #g4 h6 28 
#h3 +- Guizar-Martinovski, con- 


1989) ±d8 22 the 4 #c5? (22...2xc4 
23 i.xc4 a3 «) 23 e5 g6 24 £le4 #a7 
25 exd6 ±b7 26 #e3 +- Shamko- 
vich-Grigorian, USSR Ch 1971. 

5) 13„.e5 14 £ide2 (D) (14 £)b3 
b4 {14...±b7 15 g5 £id7 16 h4 &C6 
17 ±h3 f6 18 #h5+ &f8 19 £)d5 
i.xd5 20 Bxd5 Bc8 21 Bd2 ± Fichtl- 
Bonsch, Halle 1974; 14...h6 15 h4 
£.b7 16 g5 4)d7 17 *bl hxg5 18 
hxg5 2xhl 19 #xhl ,&xg5 20 jLxb5 
± Pahtz-Beck, Vienna 1996} 15 axb4 
2xb4 16 ±d3 ±b7 17 g5 £)d7 18 h4 
£sc5 19 £sxc5 #xc5 20 f6 gxf6 21 
2hfl <*> Bak-Ferens, con 1993) and 
now: 



5a) 14„.i.b715g5(15<53g3i.a8 

16 g5 £ld7 17 f6 gxf6 18 £>h5 Bg8 
19 gxf6 Af8 20 M3 ± Botterill- 
Mecking, Hastings 1971/2) £3xe4 16 
£)xe4 d5 (after 16...2c8, then not 17 
#d3? #xc2+ 18 #xc2 2xc2+ 19 
ixc2 .£Lxe4+ 20 ibS ji.xh 1 —i- but 

17 c3 ±) 17 £Mc 3 d4 18 £se4 &xg5+ 
19 <&>bl 0-0 20 £)2g3 4>h8 21 h4 
M3 22 f6 g6 23 h5 b4 24 hxg6 fxg6 
25 JLc4!! Af4 26 2xh7+ #xh7 27 
2hl M6 28 f7 #g7 29 2h2 ±xe4 
30 £sxe4 g5 31 4M6 2b6 32 £sf5 g4 
33 #g3 #g5 34 #xe5+ *h7 35 £d3 
1-0 Nunn-B.Lalic, Bayswater 1996. 
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5b) 14...b4 15 axb4 2xb4 16 g5 
(16 £lg3 i.b7 17 h4 SM7 18 £tfi5 0-0 
19 g5 Sc8 20 i.d3? Sxb2 21 £.xa6 
2xc2+! 22 ^xc2 Axe4+ -+ Marko- 
witsch-Wikander, corr 1979) “£sxe4 
17£ke4i.b7 18£>2c3(18£>2g3 {in¬ 
teresting as it allows White’s queen 
to operate along the third rank, 
thereby preventing the various per¬ 
petual checks that might arise after 
...2xb2+} &xg5+ 19 &bl i.f4 20 
Ag2 £xg3 21£>xd6+ #xd6 22 #xg3 
#e7 23 i.xb7 2xb7 24 #xg7 2f8 
25 #g2 f6 26 #c6+ 4>f7 27 2hgl a5 
28 2d6 1-0 Howell-Mai, Hamburg 
1995) Jbtg5+ 19 ^bl (D) and now: 



5bl) 19...Wb6 (probably the best 
move) 20 #d3 (20 b3 2xb3+ 21 
cxb3 #xb3+ 22 'ial #a3+ drawing; 
20 i.b5+ axb5 21 2hg 1 ? {21 £>xd6+ 
#xd6 22 #xb7 2xb2+ 23 *xb2 
#b4+ 24 '4>a2 #c4+ is also a draw} 
i.d2! 22 2xg7 £xc3 23 £>f6+ &e7 

24 #xc3 4r’xf6 -+ Hurter-Zschunke, 
corr 1983) Sxb2+ 21 *al 0-0! (or 
21...i.xe422 £)xe4 0-0 23 #xd6 ±) 
22 #xd6 (22 <S)xg5 Sb8; 22 £>a4 
#b4 23 <S)xg5 2b8! 24 £>xb2 Ad5! 

25 #b3 ±xb3 26 cxb3 #xb3 27 
2d2 #c3 +) #xd6 23 £>xd6 2xc2 
24 <&xb7 2xc3 =. 


5b2) 19...0-0 20 2gl! (20 £>d5 
i.xd5 21 2xd5 2fb8 22 2b5 axb5 

23 <5)xg5 h6 24 4k4 d5 —+ Epshtein- 
Andreeva, USSR 1972) and now 
Black does not appear to have a fully 
satisfactory continuation: 

5b21) 20...2c8 21 Wd3 «b6 22 
#xd6 2xb2+ 23 &al Ae3 24 2xg7+ 
1-0 Pioch-Podzielny, corr 1984. 

5b22) 20...f6 21 #d3 jLxe4 22 
£ixe4 2fb8 23 b3 &h8 24 £>xg5 (24 
#xd6?? 2xb3+ -+) fxg5 25 2xg5 
e4 26 #e3 +- Szilagyi-Guizar, con- 
1980. 

5b23) 20...Sxb2+ 21 *xb2 &xe4 
22 £>xe4 Sb8+ 23 #63! Hxb3+ 24 
cxb3 +-. 

5b24) 20...iLd8 21 #g4 g6 22 
<£>f6+ +-. 

5b25) 20...Sb8 21 b3 ±. 

5b26) 20...#b6? 21 2xg5! &xe4 
22 ^xe4 2xb2+ 23 4>cl 2c8 24 4k3 
#b4 25 ±c4! 2xc4 26 2dgl 2xc3 
(26...g6 27 fxg6 hxg6 28 2xg6+) 27 
#a8+ 1-0 Szilagyi-Trembacz, con 
1975. 

5b27) 20...h6 21 #d3 (21 b3!?) 
#b6 22 #xd6 2xb2+ 23 &al #xd6 

24 2xd6 2xc2 25 Ad3 2xh2 26 
£)xg5 hxg5 27 2xg5 = Debski-Jaku- 
biec, con 1988. 

12 ... £>d7 (D) 
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In my database, there are exam¬ 
ples of no fewer than 11 different 
moves having been tried at this 
point. The two main lines are 13 a3 
and 13 f5, which we consider under 
B1 and B2 below. The former has 
more or less vanished from active 
tournament play, leaving White’s 
hopes for an advantage resting al¬ 
most solely on 13 f5. We can com¬ 
fortably ignore most of the other 
nine moves, but here is a round-up of 
the more sensible options: 

1) 13 Ag2 Ab7 14 Shel 0-0-0 
(14...b4 15 £>d5 exd5 16 exd5 *f8 

17 £>f5 Se8 18 We4 £>c5 19 Wd4 
2g8 20 2e3 £.c8 21 Ah3 Ax£5 22 
ilxf5 g6 23 JLg4 id8 + Graf-Ditt- 
ler, Wurzburg 1991) 15 &bl £ic5 16 
Wf2 b4 17 £)ce2 £xe4 18 £xe4 
£)xe4 19 Wf3 d5 20 £)g3 £sxg3 21 
hxg3 g6 + Karim-Saavedra, Novi 
Sad OL 1990. 

2) 13 Wh3 (this move, which in¬ 
tends 14 g6, is worth further investi¬ 
gation) £)c 5 (13...b4 14 £)ce2 4)c5 

15 We 3 iLb7 16 kg2 2c8 17 *bl 0-0 

18 2d2 £sa4 19 <&b3 £>b6 20 <£a5 
d5 ¥ Rush-Fairclough, Thessaloniki 
OL 1984) 14 b4 £>a4 15 £)xa4 bxa4 

16 g6 JLf6 17 gxf7+ Wxf7 18 e5 dxe5 

19 fxe5! (19 J[g2 exd4 20 Axa8 0-0 
21 Wd3 Wc7 22 Ae4 h6 23 *bl a5 
24 2hgl axb4 25 Wg3 b3!? 26 cxb3 
axb3 27 axb3 d3 28 2xd3 jLa6 29 
2d2 2b8 ¥ Hort-Gligoric, Wijk aan 
Zee 1971) Ag5+ 20 &bl 0-021 i.c4 
2b8 22 a3 2e8 23 £sf5 a5 24 2hgl 
h6 25 £>d6 +- Gobitti-Battaglia, corr 
1982. 

3) 13 £d3 b4 (13..JLb7 14 Shgl 
b4 15 £>ce2 0-0-0 16 *bl &b8 17 c3 
bxc3 18 Scl Wb6 19 Exc3 £ic5 20 
Sgcl Hc8 21 We3 h6 22 h4 hxg5 23 


hxg5 = Hajdu-Mihalko, Hungary 
Cht 1994) 14£ice2(14£)d5exd5 15 
exd5 £)c5 looks unsound) JLb7 15 
1313 0-0-0 16 <4bl 4?b8 17 We3 Wb6 
18 h4 Sc8 19 h5 e5 20 fxe5 dxe5 21 
Wg3 Shd8 22 £rf3 i-d6 23 £kI2 £)c5 
with an equal position, Antonio- 
Momeni, Dubai 1992. 

4) 13i.h3b4(13...i.b7?14i.xe6 
fxe6 15 4)xe6 Wc4 16 £)xg7+ <&d8, 
Suri-Stoecklin, Ticino 1992,17 £)f5 
±) 14 <S)ce2 £sc5 (14...ilb7 15 &bl? 
{15 G3g3 will probably transpose to 
Slobodjan-Alonso below; 15 jLxe6!? 
fxe6 16 £)xe6 Wc4 17 4lxg7+ &f8 
18 Sd4! Wxa2 19 fixb4 <5)c5 ¥} £>c5 
16 £ig3 d5! 17 f5!? dxe4 18 Wg4 
exf5 19 £)dxf5 g6! + Smyslov-Fis- 
cher, Belgrade Ct 1959) 15 £>g3 (15 
&b3 i.b7 16^xc5 dxc5 17 Shgl g6 
18 We3 c4 19 Wd4 0-0 20 Wd7 Wc5 
21 f5 Sad8 + Schuh-Holler, Wuert 
1993) Ab7 16 We3 0-0-0 17 Shfl 
&b8 18 f5 h6 19 f6 gxf6 20 gxf6 
&f8 21 Wei h5 V 2 -V 2 Slobodjan- 
Alonso, Havana 1994. 

5) 13 h4 b4 14 4)ce2 (D) and now: 



5a) 14...£te515£>g3g6(15...£.d7 
16 f5 g6 {16...Sc8 17 Sh2 e5 18 
£>b3 a5 19 f6 gxf6 20 gxf6 ±f8 21 
£if5 $3e6 22 'i'bl a4 23 £>cl Sg8 24 
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#d3 was unclear in Dragomirescu- 
Musat, Romania Cht 1992} 17 f6 
Ad8 18 h5 Sf8 19 hxg6 hxg6 20 
Sh7 «a5 21 £>gf5!? i.c7 22 £>g7+ 
&d8 23 e5? {23 &bl <*>} d5 24 #h3 
,&xe5 + Mukhin-Utemov, Moscow 
Ch 1994) 16 Sh2 (16 Ag2 i.b7 17 
Wf2 0-0-0 18 £sb3 £ixb3+ 19 axb3 
&b8 20 Sd3 h6 21 gxh6 Sxh6 22 
£se2 Sc8 23 c4 bxc3 24 Sxc3 #a5 + 
Pri^-Sellos, Paris Ch 1988) £b7 17 
#e3 d5 18 e5 0-0-0 19 h5 &b8 20 
*bl Sc8 21 £d3 Wb6 22 S)ge2 a5 
23 hxg6 hxg6 24 Hdhl Sxh2 25 
Sxh2 £ixd3 26 #xd3 i.a6 with 
equality in Aldama-Vera, Cuban Ch 
1993. ' 

5b) 14..JLb7 15 £>g3 d5 (15...Sc8 
16 Sh2 £ic5 17 &h3 d5 18 e5 tta5 
19 *bl £ia4 20 f5 £lc3+!? 21 bxc3 
bxc3 22 *al Sc4 23 fxe6 0-0 24 
exf7+ &hS 25 £)de2?! ©a3 26 £ixc3 
Bxc3 -+ Ullrich-Soukup, Prague 
1991) 16 e5 Ac5 (16...g6 17 Ad3 
£lc5 18 h5 0-0-0 19 Sh2 #b6 20 
£)b3 a5 21 £lxc5 ilxc5 22 <&bl 4?b8 
23 hxg6 hxg6 24 Bxh8 Exh8 25 Shi 
¥ Komljenovic-Bukic, Yugoslav Ch 
1972) 17 Sh2 #b6 18 Wd3 a5 19 
Shd2 i.a6 20 ®f3 0-0 21 i.xa6 
Sxa6 22 We2 a4 ¥ Weder-Franke, 
corr 1987. 

Now we move on to the two main 
lines: 

Bl: 13 a3 
B2: 13 f5 

Bl) 

13 a3 

All the evidence suggests that this 
move causes no problems against ac¬ 
curate defence. 

13 ... Sb8 


Aiming for ...b4 is the fastest way 
to generate counterplay. At one time 
13..JLb7 (D)(13...£>c5and 13...£ib6 
can be answered by 14 h4 followed 
by f5) was quite popular, but accord¬ 
ing to current theory it is too slow. 
White can try: 



1) 14 h4 d5 15 exd5 £ib6 16 f5 
£ixd5 17 fxe6 0-0-0 18 Ag2 £ixc3 

19 Wxb7+ Wxbl 20 £xb7+ <3?xb7 
21 bxc3 &xa3+ 22 *bl fxe6 23 
£)xe6 = Sherwin-Fischer, USA Ch 
(New York) 1959/60. 

2) 14 Sgl g6 (14...£ic5 15 i.h3 
g6 16 We3 #b6! 17 f5 e5 18 £id5 
jl.xd5 19 exd5 exd4 20 Wxd4 0-0! 
21 f6 Sfe8 is equal) 15 ±h3 0-0-0? 
(15... <S)c5! transposes to the previous 
bracket) 16 jLxe6! fxe6 17 £)xe6 
#b6 18 £)xd8 Sxd8? (18...*xd8!7 
±; 18...i.xd8 19 <2)xb5 axb5 20 Wc3+ 
£)c5 21 Wxh8 £xe4 ±) 19^3! b4 

20 axb4 d5 21 <2)xd5 i.xd5 22 exd5 
+— Spassky-Eliskases, Mar del Plata 
1960. 

3) 14 &bl d5 15 exd5 £sb6 16 
£.g2 £ixd5 17 <5)xd5 i.xd5 18 #g4 
±xg2 19 #xg2 0-0 20 f5 exf5 V 2 -V 2 
O’Kelly de Galway-Fischer, Leipzig 
OL 1960. 

4) 14 J.h3 and now: 
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4a) 14...£}f8 15 f5 e5 (alterna¬ 
tively 15...Axg5+?! 16 ^bl e5? 17 
4Mxb5 axb5 18 £>xb5 Wc 619 £>xd6+ 
4>e7 20 Wh5 1-0 Erbacher-Aaldijk, 
corr 1977) 16 f6 exd4 17 fxg7 Sg8 
18 gxf8®+ &xf8 19 Sxd4 Axg5+ 
20 *bl Sg6 21 Shdl Sf6 22 Af5 ± 
Cappello-Grassia, corr 1962. 

4b) 14..JM 15 Shel g6 16 &bl 
£ib6 17 %3 b4 18 Afl Wc5 19 &b3 
#c7 20 axb4 ± Sapunov-Pavlov, 
Bulgaria 1976. 

4c) 14...0-0-0 15 f5 (15 Axe6!? 
fxe6 16 £>xe6 Wb6 {16..JM 17 
£>d5 Axd5 18 exd5 <&b7 19 b3 Wc8 

20 Sd3 ^b6 21 Sc3 ± Tal-Gligori6, 
Moscow 1963} 17 £}d5 Axd5 18 
exd5 g6 19 Shel 4>b7 20 Wc3! ± Mu- 
khin-Petrushin, USSR 1965) Axg5+ 
16 <&bl e5 17 4}dxb5 axb5 18 £>xb5 
Wc5 19 £>xd6+ <&b8 20 £>xf7 (20 
#b3; 20 b4!?) ®e7 21 £>xh8 Sxh8 
22 Shel Af4 (22...£>c5 ±) 23 Wb3 
£>c5 24 Wb5 #c7 25 b4 £>a6 26 Bd7 
wins for White, Gligorid-Fischer, 
Bled Ct 1959. 

4d) 14...£>c5 15 Shel (15 We3 
g6 16 f5 gxf5 17 exf5 0-0-0 18 fxe6 
&b8 19 Shgl fxe6 20 £>xe6 £ixe6 

21 Axe6 H— F.Olafsson-Gadia, Mar 
del Plata 1960; 15 Shgl?! g6 16 
#e3 Wb6 oo) g6 16 Wg3 Wb6 17 f5 
e5 18 £>d5 Axd5 19 exd5 exd4 20 f6 
Ba7 21 b4 £>a4 22 Wh4 &c3 23 
Bxd4 a5 24 &d2 ± Perfors-Murray, 
corr 1967. 

We return to the main line after 
13...Sb8 (D): 

14 h4 

Various other moves have been 
tried: 

1) 14 b4 (this move can be played 
in various situations; it usually slows 
Black down temporarily, but once 



Black has regrouped his attack will 
be even stronger) 4)b6 15 h4 Ab7 
(15...£>a4 16^dxb5 axb5 17 Axb5+ 
Bxb5 18 £>xb5 #d7 19 Wd3 Ab7 20 
£>xd6+ Axd6 21 Wxd6 Wxd6 22 
Bxd6 Axe4 23 Bel ± Cledon-Jime- 
nez, corr 1985) 16 f5 e5 17 Axb5+ 
axb5 18 £}dxb5 #c6 19 f6 gxf6 20 
Bhfl Bd8 21 Bf2 Aa6 + Spatz- 
Riedel, worn Bundesliga 1992. 

2) 14 Sgl (this move also occurs 
in many lines; it is a way of support¬ 
ing g5 in order to continue f5) b4 15 
axb4 Bxb4 16 Ah3 (16 b3 Ab7 17 
Ac4, Ma-Hills, corr 1989,17...Sxc4 
18 bxc4 0-0 ?) Wc5 17 £>ce2 £>b6 
18 £>b3 Wc4 19 £\c3 Wcl 20 f5 £>c4 
21 Sd4 a5 22 f6 gxf6 23 gxf6 Af8 « 
Shkurowitsch-Kammel, corr 1988. 

3) 14 Wh3 (just as at move 13, 
this is certainly worth considering) 
and now: 

3a) 14...0-0 15 Sgl £>c5 (alter¬ 
natively 15...£>b6 16 f5 e5 17 £>f3 f6 
18 Ad3 {18 Bg4!?} Wc5 19 gxf6 
Axf6 20 £>g5 h6 21 £>e6 Axe6 22 
fxe6 Wfl 23 Wxh6 Wf4+ 24 Wxi4 
exf4 25 £k!5 ± Zolnierowicz-Gal- 
lagher, Baku 1988) 16 5g4 (crude, 
but in this game very effective) b4 17 
Bh4 h6 18 axb4 Sxb4 19 £>f5 exf5 
20 £)d5 ®b7 21 Axa6! (a beautiful 
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move) £ixa6 22 2xh6 f6 (22...gxh6 
23 £if6+ Axf6 24 gxf6 +-) 23 Bh8+ 
1-0 Tomasevic-Osterman, corr 1981. 

3b) 14..Ac5 15 b4 (this is more 
awkward than normal as 15...£\d7 
runs into 16 g6) £)a4 (15...£>b7 16 
Sgl Ad7 17 f5 d5 18 g6 Af6 19 
gxf7+ *f8 20 fxe6 ®f4+ 21 *bl 
Axd4 22 e7+ 1-0 Zivkovic-Todoro- 
vi6, corr 1978) 16 £ixa4 bxa4 17 g6 
e5 (17...fxg6 18 £ixe6 Axe6 19 
®xe6 a5 <*>) 18 Wxh7!7 (wins a pawn 
but takes the white queen out of 
play) 2f8 19 £>e2 a5 20 b5 Wc5 °o 
Horton-Stewart, corr 1977. 

4) 14 f5 (D) (a very unconvincing 
move) and now: 



4a) 14...Axg5+ 15 ^bl £>e5 16 
Wh5 with another branch: 

4al) 16.J»d817$}xe6(17fxe6 
0-0 {17...g6 18 exf7+ &xf7 19 #e2 
2f8 oo] 18 Ah3 g6 19 We2 b4 20 
axb4 2xb4 21 £}d5 2xd4 22 2xd4 
fxe6 23 £>c3 Wb6 24 2hdl Ae7 25 
£la4 Wa7 « Van der Wiel-Anders- 
son, Moscow IZ1982) Axe6 18 fxe6 
0-0 19 2gl h6 20 Ah3 b4 21 axb4 
2xb4 22 exf7+ £>xf7 23 Ae6 #f6 
24 Ab3 2b7 25 2gfl g6 26 #xh6 
Axh6 27 2xf6± Kallinger-Peli, corr 
1991. 


4a2) 16...#e7 17 2gl Af6 18 
fxe6 g6 19 exf7+ ®xf7 20 #h6 Ag7 

21 Wh4 0-0 22 Ae2 (22 <SM5 Sb7 23 
Ah3 Axh3 24 #xh3 £>c4 25 &a2 
Axd4 26 Bxd4 Wf2 -+ Rakitin-Gut- 
kin, USSR 1971) b47! 23 axb4 Sxb4 
24 £kl5 Ba4 25 Bgfl Wa7 26 £>e7+ 
^h8 27 Bxf8+ 1-0 Guerrini-Don- 
arelli, corr 1984. 

4b) 14...£>c5 15 b4 (15 Wg4 b4 
16 axb4 Bxb4 17 g6 Af67! {better is 
17...fxg6} 18 gxf7+ Wxf7 19 fxe6 
£ixe6 20 £>f5 ile5 21 £>xd6+ Axd6 

22 Bxd6 0-0 23 Axa6 Axa6 24 
®xe6 +- Rozmbersky-Hitzgerova, 
Plzen 1995) £ia4 16 £>xa4 bxa4 17 
g6 (17 f6!?) hxg6 18 fxe6 0-0 19 
exf7+ Sxf7 20 %3 Af6 21 Sgl a5 
22 b5 Wc5 23 $3c6 Ag4! ? Vasi- 
ukov-Ulianov, Sochi 1966. 

4c) 14...£>e5 15 «fg3 b4 16 axb4 
Sxb4 17 Ah3 (17 fxe6 fxe6 18 Ah3 
£>c4 19 £>b3? {19 Axe6 «} a5 20 
Hhel a4 —+ Wiker-Ferens, corr 1989) 
#b6 18 fxe6 Sxd4 19 exf7+ &xf7 

20 Axc8 Axg5+ 21 *bl 0-0 22 Ae6 
Af6 23 Sdfl *h8 24 Shgl = 
Jenkins-McLelland, corr 1982. 

5) 14Ah3^c5(14...b4?15axb4 
Sxb4 16 Axe6! £>e5 17 £>d5 £ixf3 
18 £ixc7+ <£>d8 19 Axc8 Sxd4 20 
<&d5! Axg5 {20...Sxd5 21 Sxd5 
4?xc8 22 h4 +-} 21 Sxd4 &xd4 22 
Axa6 14...0-0? 15 g6! hxg6 16 
£>xe6 fxe6 17 Axe6+ Sf7 18 £M5 
Wd8 19 Shgl £>f6 20 Axf7+ *xf7 

21 «Tg3 +-; 14...Wc4?l 15 &b3! 
Ab7 16 Shgl g6 17 We3 h67! 18 
gxh6 £if6, Sevecek-Gudim, corr 
1967, 19 £>a5 Wc7 20 £>xb7 Wxb7 
21 e5 ±) and now: 

5a) Not 15 f5 due to 15...Axg5+ 
16 *bl Af6 17 fxe6 fxe6 18 Bhfl 
b4 -+ Semer-Portilho, corr 1978 or 
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15...b4 16 axb4 2xb4 17 fxe6 fxe6 

18 g6 i.g5+ 19 *bl Af6 -+ Felden- 
Rollig, German jr Ch 1993. 

5b) 15 b4 £)a4 16 Ed3 (16 4lxa4 
bxa4 17 2d3 &d7 18 2c3 W b6 19 
2dl a5 20 b5 0-0 21 ±fl 2fc8 T 
Muhana-Belmonte, corr 1980) &.d7 
(16...i.b7 17 2gl ®c4 18 £lxa4 
bxa4 19 f5 e5 20 f6 exd4 21 fxe7 
Ac8 22 jLxc8 2xc8 23 Ifdl *xe7 
24 2xd4 ®a2 + Niewiadomski-Mar- 
kolic, corr 1982 is also promising) 
17 2gl (17 2hdl a5 18 £lxa4 bxa4 

19 2c3 VHb7 20 b5 0-0 21 £fl 2fc8 

22 2xc8+ 2xc8 23 Wd3 2c5 ? 
Palmiotto-Gatto, corr 1977) a5 18 f5 
4lxc3 19 2xc3 WaU 20 fxe6 fxe6 21 
We3 h6?! (21.. ,axb4 «) 22 gxh6 gxh6 

23 5)f3 Wa8?!, DeSortis-Palmiotto, 
corr 1968, 24 2c7!±. 

5c) 15 £if5?! exf5 16 £id5 Wd8 
17 exf5 JLb7 18 f6 gxf6 19 2hel 
£xd5 20 2xd5 fxg5 21 fxg5 2g8! 
with a distinct advantage for Black. 

5d) 15 2hgl b4 16 axb4 2xb4 17 
f5 (D) and now: 



5dl) 17...Wa5 18 £lc6 «al+ 19 
&d2 ®xb2 20 2bl £b3+ 21 &el 
Wxc2? 22 £ixb4 +- Geisel-Schmidt, 
corr 1987. However, Black had an 
amazing defence in 21...Exe4+ 22 


&dl £k!4!!23 ®xe4 (23 Wd3 £ixc6!) 
4lb5 with totally unclear play. 

5d2) 17...Wb6 18 fxe6 (18 f6 
gxf6 19 gxf6 Affl 20 &b3 Exb3 21 
cxb3 £ixb3+ 22 &c2 #xgl! -+) 
fxe6 19 <2)xe6 .&xe6 (19...4lxe6 20 
£id5 Wc5 21£xb4 Wxb4 22 e5 ±b7 

23 Wf5 lff4+ and now 24 lfxf4 
£lxf4 25 exd6 £le2+ 26 ^bl £>xgl 
27 dxe7 £>xh3 28 5d8+ is a draw, 
but 24 4>bl! ®xf5 25 Axf5 £ixg5 26 
exd6 ±f6 27 2d3 is ±) 20 ±xe6 
£xe6 21 £>d5 Wa5 22 £>xb4 #xb4 
(22...«fal + 23 &d2 #xb2 24 Wb3 
i.xg5+ 25 &e 1 i.h4+ 26 &d2 is 
probably also a draw) 23 e5 #f4+ 

24 #xf4 £ixf4 25 exd6 £xd6 26 
2gel+ <&d7 with equality, Dura- 
Slavko, corr 1987. 

5d3) 17...Wb7 (safest) 18 f6 (18 
fxe6 fxe6 19 b3 2f8 {19...a5 20 Afl 
g6 21 £sdb5 &d7?! 22 #f7 &c6 23 
£>xd6 &xd6 24 Exd6+! &xd6 25 
e5+ &c6 26 ^-g2+ £)e4 27 Axe4+ 
Exe4 28 «xb7+ Axb7 29 £lxe4 +- 
Fijlstra-Van Aurich, corr 1975) 20 
«fe3 a5 21 Afl Ad7 22 ±d3 #b6 23 
e5 2xd4 24 Wxd4 dxe5 25 Wg4 2f4 
is unclear, Shurovich Khasin-Tul- 
fer, corr 1993) gxf6 (18...&f8 19 b3 
a5 {19...gxf6 20 £>d5 exd5 21 exd5 
&xh3 22 2gel+ ±e6 23 #xf6 2g8 
24 dxe6 fxe6 25 4)xe6 » Van Vugt- 
De Ridder, corr 1973) 20 Egel a4 
21 £id5 2xd4 22 Exd4 axb3 23 2b4 
Wa7 24 cxb3 = Backhaus-Fauth, corr 
1979) 19 gxf6 i.f8 (19...±d8!? 20 
2g7 2f8 21 b3 a5 22 4>b2? a4 23 
4)a2 Eb6 + Timperi-Thornros, corr) 
20 b3 (20 Wh5 2xb2 21 2g7 2b4 +) 
a5 (20...i.h6+? 21 *b2 ±d7 22 Wh5 
{22 £id5 exd5 23 exd5 ±xh3 24 
2gel+ ±e6 25 ®h5 ±f4 26 dxe6 +- 
Reppe-Heath, corr 1974) &.e3 23 
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’fxlO! 2f8 24 Bg8 +- Buljov&c- 
Bertok, Yugoslavia 1965; 20...#66 
2l£sd5exd5 22 i.xc8 Bxd4 23 Bxd4 
£ixb3+ 24 ©xb3 ®xd4 25 i.d7+ 
&xdl V 2 -V 2 Schreiber-Maeder, con- 
1973) and now: 

5d31) 21 Bgel a4 22 SM5 2xd4 
23 Bxd4 axb3 24 Bb4 #a7 25 cxb3 
®al+ 26 &d2 ^b 2+ -+ Stelmann- 
Brendsson, con 1972. 

5d32) 21®e3h5 22 2g7 (22<£f5? 
exf5 23 exf5+ 2e4 24 £\xe4 #xe4 
25 #c3 ®b4 26 Wxb4 axb4 27 Bd4 
■SM7 28 2xb4 £\xf6 + Mori-Flacker, 
con 1987) #b6? (22...i.xg7 23 fxg7 
Bg8 24 #h6 f6 «) 23 £>d5 exd5 24 
exd5+ &d8 25 £ic6+ &c7 26 Bxf7+ 
1-0 Rosinov-Falke, con 1979. 

5d33) 21 £>d5 exd5 (21...a4 22 
Wc3 2xd4 23 2xd4 exd5 24 i.xc8 
#xc8 25 Bxa4 d4 26 2xd4 iLh6+ 27 
s&bl J&f4 28 2d5 + Breum-Maeder, 
con 1967) 22 iLxc8 (22 exd5 Bxd4 

23 2xd4 thdl 24 ®c3 ®b6 25 Bel+ 
&d8 26 i.xc8 ±h6+ 27 &bl ’B'xcS 
28 Wxa5 ± Fechner-August, con 
1975) WxcS 23 exd5 #b7? (23 ...Bxd4 

24 Bxd4 £>d7 «) 24 2del+ <&d7 25 
Bg7 *c8 26 2e8+ &d7 27 2b8! 
®xb8 28 Bxf7+ &e8 29 #h5 1-0 
Frey-Maeder, con 1968. 

14 ... b4 

14...£)c5 has been played a cou¬ 
ple of times, but 15 f5 is a strong re¬ 
ply. 

15 axb4 Sxb4 (D) 

16 &h3 

Or: 

1) 16 f5 £ie5 (16...£ic5 17 £h3 
transposes into the main line) 17 
We2 (17 Wf2 Wb6 18 b3 £>c6 19 
&c4 e5 20 £>d5 Wa7 21 £ixb4 £>xb4 
22 f6 gxf6 23 gxf6 &f8 24 1^2, 
Peiron Luch-Fernandez, con 1987, 



24.. .'S'xd4! 25 #xb4 Wal+=)#b618 
£>b3 h6 19 gxh6 Bxh6 20 #g2 &f6 
+ Domenden-Woldmo, con 1990. 

2) 16 h5 and now: 

2a) 16...£fc5 17 g6 (this type of 
attack is much less effective when 
White lacks his dark-squared bishop; 
the problem is that the bishop on e7 
can move to f6, and White has no 
way to counter the power of this 
piece) 0-0 (or 17...J.f6 18 gxf7+ 
&xf7 19 We3 Jidl ?) 18 h6 fxg6 19 
hxg7 20 20 Bd2 (20 Ah3 M6 21 
e5 Jkxe5 22 £>ce2 &xg7 -+; 20 #h3 
Bxg7 21 J&.e2 e5 22 £>f5 Bxe4 23 
£\h6+ &h8 — 1 - Godino-Ramos, con 
1991) 2xg7 21 &bl &f6 22 e5 £b7 
23 Wh3 dxe5 (23...Bxd4 24 2xd4 
dxe5 25 Bc4 exf4 26 i.g2 £xg2 27 
Wxg2 Bf7 + Gligoric-Tringov, Am¬ 
sterdam IZ 1964) 24 £\xe6 %2xe6 25 
Wxe6+ ®f7 26 Wd6 i.e7 27 #b8+ 
#f8 28 Wxf8+ &xf8 29 £>d5 exf4 
wins for Black, Henmann-Maeder, 
con 1969. 

2b) 16...Wb6 17 £ib3 £ic5 (or 

17.. .£b7 18 g6 0-0 19 h6 fxg6 20 
hxg7 Bf6 21 ®h3 h5 22 i.d3 £>c5 
23 <5)xc5 WxcS 24 Bhgl JicSI 
{24...4>xg7 00 ) 25 e5 Bfxf4 26 #xh5! 
1-0 Lobigas-Micheli, Skopje OL 
1972) 18 £>xc5 #xc5 19 &d3 (19 
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Ae2 Ab7 20 Wd3 0-0 21 Sh3 e5 22 
g6 fxg6 23 hxg6 h6 24 f5 Sc8 25 
£kl5 Ag5+ 26 &bl Sd4 + Heinrich- 
Mittag, corr 1978) Ab7 20 Shgl Ad8 
21 We2 Ab6 22 Sg3 Wf2 23 Sf3 
Wxe2 24 <£lxe2, Anstock-Tischer, 
corr 1982, 24...'&e7 f. 

After 16 Ah3 Black has a wide 
choice. Of the four moves given be¬ 
low, the last appears safest and as¬ 
sures Black of at least equality. 

Returning to the main line after 16 
Ah3 (D): 



Bll: 16...£sc5 
B12: 16...Wb6 
B13: 16...0-0 
B14: 16...Wc5 

Not 16...£>b6?! 17 f5 £lc4 18 fxe6 
0-0 19 b3 fxe6 20 Wg3 Wa5 21 bxc4 
2xc4 22 4ibl! ± Barczay-Tatai, Bari 
1970. 

Bll) 

16 ... £)c5 

Black’s practical results with this 

move have been rather poor. 

17 f5 Wbl 

Or 17...®b6 (17...0-0 18 f6 Ad8 
19 fxg7 &xg7 may not be as bad as it 
looks, for example 20 ® h5 Wa5 with 


counterplay; 18 £lc6 wins 

material as 18...Wal-(- 19 i>d2 '#xb2 
loses to 20 Sbl!) 18 fxe6 fxe6 19 
£lxe6 and now: 

1) 19...Axe6 20 Axe6 £>xe6 21 
&d5 #a5 22 £lxb4 #xb4 Q2..Ma\+ 

23 4>d2 #xb2 is met by the simple 

24 #c3) 23 e5 Wf4+ 24 #xf4 <&xf4 

25 exd6 Ad8 26 d7+ *e7 27 2hel+ 
£k6 28 2e4 +- Hermanski-Pytel, 
Poland 1976. 

2) 19...4lxe6 20 £>d5 Wc5 (not 

20.. .®a5? 21 Wc3! +-, but 20...1 r b7 
21 Wc3 2a4!? is possible) 21 £ixb4 
#xb4 22 e5 Ab7 23 We3! Axhl (if 

23.. .#f4 or 23.. Mc5 then 24 2he 1; 

23.. .#xh4 24 *bl! Axhl {24...Wxg5 
25 #a7 ±) 25 Axe6 Wxg5 26 Wa7 
±) 24 Axe6 Sf8 (24...Wxh4 25 Wa7 
Ac6 26 #b8+ Ad8 27 Wxd6 1-0 
Mauro-Berluti, corr 1992) 25 4>bl 
'We.A was unclear in Tosi-La Rosa, 
corr 1986. 

18 Shfl 

The alternative is 18 fxe6 fxe6 19 
Shfl (19 b3 Sf8 20 We3 g6 21 Ag4 
#b6 22 e5 dxe5 23 Wxe5 Ad6 24 
®g7 Wa5 25 ^bl » Matulovic-Bog- 
danovic, Sarajevo 1966) Sf8 20 We3 
g6 (20...Sxfl 21 Sxfl #66 22 #f2 
Sxd4? {22...<£>d8! <*>} 23£>d5! Sxd5 
24 exd5 5)a4 25 ®xb6 £>xb6 26 
dxe6 ± Adorjan-Tatai, Amsterdam 
1970) 21 Sxf8+ Axf8 22 e5 d5 23 
Sfl? Sxb2 + Gibellato-Negro, con- 
1974. 

18 ... 0-0 

18...Ef8 19 Wh5 e5 20 <S)e6 Axe6 
21 fxe6 Sxb2 22 Sxf7 Sxc2+ 23 
&xc2 #b3+ 24 < 4 > d2 #b2+ 25 &el 
lfxc3+ 26 <&e2 #c2+ 27 *fl Sxf7+ 
T Levchenkov-Zhuravliov, USSR 
1971. 

19 f6 id8 
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20 fxg7 &xg7 (D) 



21 Wh5 

This has been the most popular 
move, which is surprising as two al¬ 
ternatives have both been rewarded 
with success: 

1) 21 b3 &g8 22 «h5 «b6 23 
5)d5 exd5 24 ,&xc8 Sxd4 25 -&f5 
£)xb3+ 26 cxb3 Sxdl+ 27 Sxdl 
®c7+ 28 ^bl f6 29 g6 is winning 
for White, Estrin-Liangov, Bulgaria 
1970. 

2) 2l£>d5 2xb2(or21...2a4 22 
*bl exd5 23 £xc8 ®xc8 24 £>f5+ 
&g8 25 £>h6+ &g7 26 Wc3+ d4 27 
Sxd4 Sxd4 28 '#xd4+ ±) 22 £lf5+ 
exf5 23 ®c3+ & g 8 24 Wxb2 fxe4 25 
J&xc8 ^8 26 Wc3 Wg4 27 Sf4 
We2 28 Sel Wb5 29 Sf5 #d7 30 
Hefl ®c6 31 4)e3 1-0 Habermann- 
Maeder, corr 1970. At first sight an 
early resignation, but the threat of 
5)g4-h6 cannot be met. 

21 ... Hxb2! 

This is the best move, for example 
21.. ,£)xe4 (21... &g8 22 th6 Sc4 23 
i.f5 exf5 24 exf5 f6 25 gxf6 Sxf6 26 
Sgl+ &h8 27 Sdel! ±e6 28 Wfe3 
Sxd4 29 Wxd4 Af7 30 £ld5 Wc6 3 1 
sfebl ®a4 32 £)xf6 ±a2+ 33 *cl 
1-0 Tabban-Bouaziz, Tunis 1971) 22 


Axe6 Sxd4 23 Wh6+ ‘i’gS 24 g6 
Sxdl+ 25 £>xdl hxg6 26 Wxg6+ 
&h8 27 jLxf7 +- Gutman-Lapienis, 
USSR 1969. 

22 Sgl 

Alternatively: 

1) 22 ®h6+ &g8 23 Af5 exf5 24 
exf5 4)a4! (not 24...f625 gxf62xf6 
26 2gl+ &h8 27 2del £)e6 28 #h5 
£)f8 29 Wg5 1-0 Fabbri-Baldocchi, 
corr 1970) 25 £ixa4 2bl+ 26 &d2 
%2+ 27 &d3 Wg3+ 28 -^c4 d5+ 29 
*xd5 Ab7+ 30 &c4 2b4+ 31 *xb4 
Ae7+ 32 4tc5 Axc5+ 33 &xc5 2c8+ 
34 <S)c6 Wc3+ 35 &b6 2xc6+ 0-1 
Oechslein-Schmaus, corr 1968. 

2) 22 2f4 Wb4 23 2f3 (23 Wh6+ 
&g8 24 g6 hxg6 25 2gl 4}d3+ 0-1 
Milicevic-Barlov, Vrnjacka Banja 
1979) £la4! 24 2dfl &g8 25 £)de2 
Wa3 26 *dl Aa5 27 g6 5)xc3+ 28 
£)xc3 Wal+ 29 &d2 Axc3+ 30 2xc3 
hxg6 312g3 2bl V 2 -V 2 Rusz-Maeder, 
corr 1973. 

3) 22 2f6 £)a4 23 £)xa4 Sbl + 24 
*d2 2xdl+ 25 &xdl Wxe4 26 i.fl 
e5 27 Wh6+ &g8 28 Ad3 Wg4+ 29 
£)e2 e4 30 JLc4 was unclear in Han- 
nebauer-Strauss, corr 1990. 


22 

• •• 

i.a5! 

23 

Wh6 

&g8 

24 

g6 

fxg6 

25 

2dfl 

&d3+! 

26 

cxd3 

2112! 

27 

2xf2 

2x0 

28 

£)ce2 

2xe2 


The position is extremely compli¬ 
cated. The one practical example led 
to a drawn ending after 29 2xg6+ 
hxg6 30 Wxg6+ *f8 31 Wf6+ Wf7 
32 Wh8+ &e7 33 £)xe2 Ad7 34 e5! 
Ac7 35 exd6+ £xd6 36 Wh6 Wf6 
37 Wxf6+ V 2 -V 2 , Dunhaupt-Maeder, 
corr 1978. 
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B12) 

16 ... #b6 

17 £>f5 (D) 

Or 17 £sb3 (17 £ixe6 fxe6 18 
i.xe6 Sxb2 19 e5 dxe5 20 #d5 Aa3 
21 i.xd7+ *f8 22 Wf3, Petryk- 
Dobosz, Poland 1970, 22...e4! -+) 
a5 18 £la2 Sc4 19 i.fl 2c7 20 £ic3 
5)c5 (20...jLa6 21 .SLxa6 #xa6 22 
#f 1 Wb6 23 2h3 2b7 24 f5 £>c5 25 
£ixc5 #xc5 26 f6 gxf6 27 gxf6 i.f8 
28 £ia4 = Jirku-Buric, corr 1986) 21 
i.b5+ Ad7 22 ±xd7+ 2xd7 23 
£ixc5 #xc5 24 f5 0-0 25 f6 i.d8 26 
#g4 #b4 27 2h3 2b7 = Delaporte- 
Malezieux, corr 1988. 



17 ... JLf8 

It is hard to credit that retreating 
the bishop to its original square can 
be the best move, but it avoids open¬ 
ing lines for White’s attack and at the 
same time renews the threat to the 
b2-pawn. The alternatives are: 

1) 17...exf5 (maybe the most ob¬ 
vious move, but it appears to give 
White a dangerous attack) 18 4ld5 
#c5 (18...tta5 19 #c3 #al+ 20 &d2 
#xb2 21 £sxb4 #xc3+ 22 <&>xc3 ± 
Schafer-Braune, corr 1982; 18...#b7 
19 #c3! 2xe4 20 i.xf5 ±) 19 exf5 
i.b7 20 2hel (20 f6 gxf6 21 £.xd7+ 


&xd7 22 gxf6 i.f8 {22...2a4 23 c3 
±xd5 24 2xd5 #c4 25 fxe7 2al+ 

26 &c2 2xhl 27 #xhl #xf4 28 2d4 
± Abraham-Heinrich, corr 1981} 
23 c3 &d8 24 2hel 2b5 25 Wg4 
£xd5 26 2xd5 #xd5 27 2e8+ &c7 
0-1 Kroener-Rosenhahn, corr 1974) 
£.xd5 21 2xd5 #c7 (21...#c6 22 f6 
gxf6 23 gxf6 £ixf6 24 2c5 1-0 Pytel- 
Hausner, corr 1970) 22 2d3 4lc5! 
(22...*d8 23 2de3 2e8 24 f6 gxf6 
25 gxf6 £>xf6 26 2c3 #68 27 #c6 
1-0 Hessmer-Rosenhahn, corr 1974) 

23 2de3 0-0 24 2xe7 #a5 25 2e8? 
(25 #a3 ») #al+ 26 <&d2, Vl.Geor- 
giev-Isonzo, Halle jr Wch 1995, 

26.. .5d4+ 27 &c3 #a5+ 28 &xd4 
#b4+ 29 &d5 #b7+ -+. 

2) 17...Sxb2 18 £>xg7+ *f8 (not 

18.. .6d8? 19 .&xe6) 19 £>xe6+ fxe6 
20 £xe6 &e8 (20...d5 21 2xd5 ±a3 

22 ,&xd7, Matteg-Hutschenreiter, 
corr 1982,22...2b4+! 23 *d2 2d4+ 

24 2xd4 #xd4+ 25 #d3 #xd7 =) 
and now: 

2a) 21 JLxd7+ £xd7 22 e5 Af5 

23 2h2, Jaudran-Meifert, corr 1972, 

23.. .dxe5 24fxe5 2f8! +. 

2b) 21±a2!?£)c5 22£>d5#b7 
23 #c3! 2xa2 24 #xh8+ 4?d7 25 
#g7 <&d8 26 #g8+ &d7 27 £tf6+ 
jLxf6 28 #xa2 wins for White, Sow- 
inski-Brackzo, corr. 

2c) 21 e5 dxe5 22 #h3 £)f8 23 
£xc8 jLa3 24 2d5! (24 2hel? 2b4+ 

25 <4>d2 #f2+ 26 <&e2 2d4+ 27 *c3 
2xdl 28 2xdl #xe2 + Kholmov- 
Savon, USSR Ch 1970) Sb5+ 25 
*dl (25 *d2 #f2+ 26 *dl 2xd5+ 

27 £3xd5 #d4+ 28 #d3 transposes) 
2xd5+ 26 ^xd5 #d4+ 27 #d3 #al+ 

28 4?d2 (28 &e2 #xhl 29 £tf6+ 
&e7 30 #xa3+ &d8 31 £xa6 #g2+ 
32 *dl #gl+ 33 &d2 #f2+ 34 *cl 
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#gl+ 35 *b2 #d4+ 36 &a2 £sd7 
37 <S)xd7 '4’xd7 38 ib5+ <ic7 39 
#a5+ 4?b8 40 fxe5 Sc8 41 ia4! 
Sc7 42 #b5+ Sb7 43 #e8+ 4a7 44 
ib3 Sb6 45 #e7+ &b8 46 #e8+ 
&a7 47 #67+ V 2 -V 2 Arbinger-Mliller, 
corr 1973) #xhl 29 4)f6+ <4e7 (or 
29...*f7 30 #c4+ +-) 30 #xa3+ 
&d8 31 #d6+!&xc8 32 £id5 #g2+ 
33 4?c3 #h3+ 34 <&b2 £se6 35 f5 
&b7 36 fxe6 and wins, Espi-Ibran, 
corr 1990. 

18 £>e3 

Other moves: 

1) 18 Bhel Sxb2 19#d3!?(19 
#e3 #b4 20 Sd4 #b6 21 Bed 1 d5 
22 exd5 ia3 23 dxe6 Sxc2+ 24 
&xc2 #b2+ 25 &d3 <S)c5+ 26 4fc4 
#b3# Bloks-G. Welling, Netherlands 
1976; 19 <5)xd6+ ixd6 20 Sxd6 
Sxc2+ 21 *xc2 #xd6 22 e5 #c5 23 
Bal 0-0 + Battiato-Palmiotto, corr 
1984) d5!? 20 exd5 ia3 21 #e3 
Sxc2+! 22 <£>xc2 #b2+ 23 &d3 
£)c5+ 24 #xc5 Jlxc5 + Mann-Bo- 
dor, corr 1989. 

2) 18 b3 d5 19 Bhel (19 £)g3 
£)c5 20 £)xd5 exd5 21 ixc8 5)xb3+ 
22 cxb3 Sxb3 0-1 Kalveris-Chizelle, 
corr 1979) d4 20 h5 exf5 21 £)d5 
#a5 22 exf5+ ^?d8 T Jansen-Zago- 
rovsky, corr 1968. 

18 ... #a5 (D) 

19 #e2 

Or: 

1) 19 <&>bl ib7 20 f5 (20 Bdel 
£)c5 21 £ledl g6 22 Bh2 ig7 23 
Bhe2 0-0 +) £se5 21 #f2 #c5 22 
£>a2 Bxe4 23 Bhel ie7 24 #g3 
ic8 25 £scl exf5 26 £lxf5 ixf5 27 
ilxf5 Sxel 28 Bxel g6 29 £ld3 #c7 
V 2 -V 2 Damele-Stassi, corr 1981. 

2) 19 &d2 43c5 20 Bal #d8 (an¬ 
other piece returns to its original 



square, but the weakness of e4 sud¬ 
denly becomes the dominant fea¬ 
ture of the position) 21 b3 ib7 22 
£)c4 5)xe4+! 23 £ixe4 d5 24 £tf6+ 
gxf6 25 £ia5 ia8 26 Bhel Bd4+ 
27 &c3 (27 &cl ib4 28 #f2 ic3 
29 Sa2 0-0 -+) ib4+! 28 &xd4 
#b6+ 29 &d3 #b5+ 0-1 Necesany- 
Zagorovsky, corr 1972. 

3) 19 b3 Bxb3 20 cxb3 #xc3+ 
21 sfebl #xb3+ 22 ^al g6 wins for 
Black. 

4) 19 in £)b6 20 f5 £)a4?! 
(20...#al+ 22 <&d2 #xb2) 21 fxe6 
fxe6 22 <5)c4 #c5 23 b3 £)xc3 24 
#xc3 a5 25 Sh3 e5 26 Bhd3 ig4 27 
Bd5 #c7 28 Sld2 ± Salm-Bulla, 
corr 1975. 

19 ... £)b6 

Or 19...ie7 20 £)c4 #c7 21 £ld2 
£)c5 22 f5 a5 23 Bdgl ia6 24 #h5 
g6 25 #13 gxf5 26 exf5 d5 (26...ib7) 
27 fxe6 fxe6 28 ixe6 4)xe6 29 
<S3xd5 ± Ertl-Keller, corr 1980. 

After 19...£)b6 Black has at least 
equality. Boetew-Tenev, corr 1987 
continued 20 ^bl ib7 21 f5?, and 
now 21.. .<2)a4 22 £)xa4 Bxa4 would 
have been winning for Black. 

B13) 

16 ... 0-0 (D) 
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\1 £>xe 6 

This move does not lead to any 
clear advantage for White, so line 4 
below is especially interesting: 

1) 17 £lf5 £ic5! 18 £ixe7+ Wxe7 
19 h5?! (19 We3 &b7 20 2d4 =) 
£b7 20 h6 iLxc4 21 ^xe4 £ixe4 22 
hxg7 Sc8 23 2h2 Ha4 24 <&bl d5! + 
Minic-Fischer, Rovinj-Zagreb 1970. 

2) 17 2hfl#c5! 18 £>b3 (18 *£2 
£\b6 19 f5 £>a4 20 f6 £ixc3 21 bxc3? 
[21 fxe7 £>a2+ 22 &bl £\c3+ is a 
draw} Wxc3 22 2d3 ®b2+ 23 <&d2 
^.d8 + Planinc-Bukic, Yugoslavia 
Ch 1972) Wb6 19 f5 £>c5 20 £ixc5 
Wxc5 21 f6 i.d8 22 fxg7 <&xg7 23 
2d2 We5 24 2df2 2b7 = Timoshch- 
enko-Grigorian, USSR 1971. 

3) 17 f5 4)e5 18 #g3 Wb6 19 f6 
i.d8 20 £if5 exf5 21 £>d5 #a5 22 
£)xb4, Zerbe-Rolle, corr 1975, and 
now 22...£sc4! -+. 

4) 17 g6£)c5 (not 17...hxg6? 18 
£)xe6 fxe6 19 Jixc6+ 'A’hS 20 h5 g5 

21 £ld5 Wd8 22 h6 1-0 Mann-Bader, 
corr 1981) and now: 

4a) 18 gxh7+ &xh7? (18..,«4>h8 
19 2hgl if6 is less clear) 19 Wh5+ 
&g8 20 J.f5! 1-0 Elkind-Rodriguez, 
USA 1981, as20..,exf5 21 £id5 #b7 

22 2hgl leads to a deadly sacrifice 
on g7. 


4b) 18 gxf7+ 2xf7 19 h5 (19 
*e3 ffb6 20 e5 ±b7 21 2hgl dxe5 
22 fxe5 jLxh4 -+ Radumilo-Gos- 
tisa, corr 1982) £g5 20 £>f5 ^.b7?! 
21 fxg5 exf5 22 g6 Sf6, Simoni-Chi- 
esa, corr 1977,23 gxh7+ with a clear 
advantage for White. 

17 ... fxe6 

18 A.xe6+ ihS 

19 £id5 Wc4! 

19...Wb7 20 £>xe7! Sxb2 (alter¬ 
natively 20...£>e5 21 JiLxc8 Wxe7 22 
«a3 £>c6 23 ±i5 wins) 21 £>g6+ 
hxg6 22 h5 1-0 was the game Estrin- 
Obukhovsky, USSR 1971. 

20 JiLfS 

The critical line, but White should 
probably head for a draw by means 
of 20 &xd7 &xd7 21 £>xe7 &a4! 22 
Wd3 #a2 23 Wa3 Wxa3 24 bxa3 
2xe4 25 £k!5 2e2 26 2d2 2xd2 27 
&xd2 Ac6 28 c4 &xd5 V 2 -V 2 G.Kuz- 
min-Grigorian, USSR 1971. 

20 ... 2xf5 

Not 20...<5)c5 (20...i.d8?21 Wh5l 
Sxf5 22 exf5 +-) 21 £>xe7 &xf5 22 
£)xf5 2xb2 23 *xb2 2b8+ 24 *cl 
<&b3+ 25 #xb3 Hxb3 26 2xd6 ± 
Estrin-Sorokin, corr 1971. 

After 20...2xf5 Black stands well, 
e.g. 21 exf5 &b7 22 2hel i.f8 23 
2e8 2b5! (23...&g8 24 2d8 &xd5 
25 #xd5+ Wxd5 26 2xd5 £tt>6 27 
25xd6 2xb2 28 f6 +-) 24 b3 Wc5 
25 c4 ®a3+ 26 *d2 2xb3 T Nocci- 
Conti, corr 1989. 

B14) 

16 ... WcS 

The safest choice. 

17 £>b3 

Or 17 WcD (17 We3 is untested) 
Wb6 (17...£)b6 18 f5 £sc4 19 £>b3 
We5 20 2dfl a5 21 fxe6 fxe6 22 
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#d4 a4 23 #xe5 dxe5 + Krabb6- 
Mescheder, corr 1986, is a natural 
and interesting plan for Black) and 
now: 

1) 18 b3 thc5 19 to e5? 20 £M5 
exd4 21 Wd2 £ixb3+ 22 cxb3 to+ 

23 &b2 Exb3+ 24 *xb3 Ae6 25 
Wxd4 1-0 Den Broeder-Vermeulen, 
corr 1976. 

2) 18 £sf5 £ic5! 19 £>xd6+ £.xd6 
20 Wxd6 2xb2 (20...Wxd6 21 Sxd6 
£lxe4 22 £lxe4 2xe4 23 2hd 1 &e7 

24 2c6 ± Yuferov-Borodin, con- 
1987) 21 Wxb6 2xb6 22 2d4 2c6 
23 e5 JLd7 = Estrin-Prokofiev, con 
1972. 

3) 18 £lb3 £ic5 19 <S)xc5 #xc5 
20 f5 We5 21 2hfl 0-0 22 fxe6 fxe6 
23 2xf8+ *xf8 24 #f3+ 4>e8 25 
2fl JLb7 Bennewitz-Kahl, con 
1982. 

After 17 £lb3 the queen must go 
to b6, but it has accomplished its 
mission of deflecting the knight 
away from the attack on e6. 

17 ... ®b6 

18 h5 

18 f5 (18 £ia2 2c4 19 to 2c7 
20 *bl jk.b7 21 h5 d5 22 g6 dxe4 
23 Wd4 M6 24 Wxb6 &xb6 25 2d6 
£>c4 wins for Black, Gaprindashvili- 
Ivanka Budinsky, Vrnjacka Banja 
1971) 5)c5 19£ixc5dxc5(19...'txc5 
20 fxe6 fxe6 21 2hf 1 2f8 22 Wh5+ 
g6 23 2xf8+ i.xf8 24 to &g7 25 
Sfl &d8 26Bel to? (26...Eb7 ?} 
27 to i.e5 28 to+ <S?d7 29 i.xe6+ 
1-0 Baldascini-Scacco, con 1974) 
20 f6 gxf6 21 gxf6 MS (21...i.d6!?) 
22 b3 c4 23 £sa2 Sb5 24 *b2 cxb3 

25 cxb3 #a5?! (at some stage, Black 
should play ...iLd6-e5) 26 Sd3 M3+ 
27 -ibl i.b7 28 Ehdl Jic6 29 i.g2 
Eg8 30 to e5 31 to Sc5 32 to 


Wxd2 33 Slxd2 +- Drude-Schon- 
berger, con 1988. 

18 ... £k5 

19 £ixc5 (D) 

Or 19 £id2 Mol 20 b3 f5?! (an 
unnecessary weakening of Black’s 
kingside) 21 Ehel 0-0 22 h6 g6 23 
<53a2 ± Maciejewski-Abramowicz, 
con 1993. 



19 ... dxc5 

Or 19...Wxc5 and now: 

1) 20 £g2 Wb6 21 b3 0-0 22 h6 
g6 23 £>a4 Wa5 24 to f6 25 gxf6 
J$.xf6 26 #’c6, Ricketts-Ken, con 
England 1993, 20..±d4 ?. 

2) 20 Shgl to 21 *bl to 22 
b3 a5 23 Sd3 a4 24 £ia2 Eb8 25 f5 
axb3 26 cxb3 £a6 27 Hc3 ±c4 28 
£lcl d5 29 fxe6 fxe6 30 ilxe6 Sf8 °° 
Tseitlin-Savon, USSR Ch 1971. 

3) 20 g6 fxg6 (20...0-0 21 gxf7+ 
Sxf7 22 Shgl ®) 21 hxg6 h6 22 
±g4 to 23 b3 (23 Sd3 0-0 24 Eh5 
*81+ 25 *d2 Sf6 26 f5 £b7? 27 
#h3 Af8 {27...i.xe4 28 Sxh6 +-) 
28 Wh4 Wf 1 29 £e2 +- Prosorow- 
Vaisman, con 1976) Wa3+ 24 ‘4’d2 
Sd4+ 25 4>e2 Sxdl 26 Sxdl to 
27 to Wc6 28 Wh3 (28 Ed3 0-0 29 
to Sf6 30 f5 to 31 fxe6 to+ 
32 *dl #gl+ 33 4 > d2 Ef2+ 34 £ie2 
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Jk.g5+ 35 2e3 .£.xe3+ 36 < 4xe3 ± 
Planinc-Savon, Mar del Plata 1971) 
2f8 29 2d4 a5 30 £xe6 Aa6+? 
(30..JLf6) 31 ±c4 2xf4 32 £kt5 £f6? 
33 We6+ <4>d8 34 &xf6 £xc4+ 35 
2xc4 2xf6 36 Wxf6+ 1-0 Armas- 
S.Griinberg, Hungary 1973. 

20 g6 

Or 20 h6 g6 21 b3 0-0 22 We3 
2d8 23 2xd8+ Wxd8 24 2dl 2d4 
25 ±g4 ±bl 26 e5 *f8 V 2 -V 2 as in 
Schranz-Middendorf, corr 1986. 

20 ... fxg6 

White’s position is unenviable 

because Black has a second promis¬ 
ing continuation in 20...2xb2!7 21 
gxf7+ &xf7 22 h6 g6 23 2dgl 2f8 

24 £5 <S?g8 25 Wh5 exf5 26 exf5 
Af6! 27 fxg6 2bl+ 28 £bcbl Wb2+ 
29 <&d2 2d8+ 0-1 Sardini-Gaspero, 
corr 1984. 

21 hxg6 h6 

22 £>d5 

22 b3 is bad, for example 22...0-0 
23 £>a2 (23 £f 1 £g5 24 £te2 c4 25 
Sh3 cxb3 26 cxb3 e5 —+ Tsepurnoi- 
B or well, corr 1978) 2b5 24 £ic3 2a5 

25 5)e2 £f6 26 c4 2al+ 0-1 Bogo- 
jevic-Lukin, corr 1991. 

22 ... exd5 

23 £xc8 0-0 

Black has a very comfortable po¬ 
sition and the only real question is 
whether White can equalise: 24 Wg4 
(24 e5 2xb2 25 £e6+ <£h8 -+) 2xe4 
25 Sdel (25 Af5 Af6 26 £xe4 
£xb2+ 27 <£d2 Wb4+ 28 c3 ±xc3+ 
29 *c2 Wb2+ 30 <£d3 dxe4+ 31 
<&>xe4 2e8+ 32 &d3 Wb3 0-1 Kap- 
lan-Browne, Madrid 1973) .&f6 26 
c3 Wc7 (26...Wa5 27 2xe4 dxe4 28 
Wh3 Wal+ 29 4 > c2 Wa4+ 30 <4>bl « 
Nocci-Voltolini, corr 1986) 27 2xe4 
dxe4 28 £xa6 4?h8 29 1x4 Wa5 


(29...e3!7) 30 Wg2 (30 <&c2 2b8 31 
2b 1 Wa4+ 32 b3 Wa2+ 33 2b2 ffal 
34 Wg3 2d8 35 1x2 2d2+ 36 <S?xd2 
Wxb2+ 37 •&e3 Wxc3+ + Seppala- 
Honkaniemi, corr 1979) 2d8! 31 
Wxe4 l.xc3! 32 Wb7 i.d2+ 33 *bl 
l.xf4 34 We7 Wb6 35 Wf7 ¥ V 2 -V 2 
Pantaleoni-Rothaler, corr 1992. 

Line B14 has effectively put 14 a3 
out of business. 


B2) 

13 f5(D) 



The modern treatment of 10 g4 is 
based on this move. Now the way 
splits again. The first alternative, tak¬ 
ing on g5, is Black’s most solid op¬ 
tion. White can only hope to obtain a 
slight edge and in most cases rather 
drawish opposite-coloured bishop 
positions result. The defect from 
Black’s point of view is that his win¬ 
ning chances are virtually zero. The 
second line is more double-edged. 
Black is willing to accept a certain 
loss of time to further his strategic 
ambitions. White normally has to re¬ 
act quickly and aggressively, for if 
Black completes his development in 
safety then White will be clearly 
worse. White very often sacrifices 
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material to attempt a breakthrough 
and play is exceptionally tactical. 

B21: 13...4.xg5+ 

B22: 13...£ic5 

Or: 

1) 13...£)b6 (dubious) 14 f6 gxf6 
(14...4.f8 15 fxg7 4.xg7 16 4.xb5+ 
axb5 17 £dxb5 Wei 18 £sxd6+ <3?f8 
19 Bhfl #xg5+ 20 4?bl f6 21 e5 f5 
22 #c6 ±) 15 gxf6 £.f8 16 Sgl b4 

17 £>d5! exd5 18 exd5 i.b7 19 
#e3+ &d8 20 £lc6+ 4.x c6 21 dxc6 
h5 22 <&bl Wxc6 (22...&C8 23 #e8+ 
#d8 24 #xf7 ±) 23 4.g2 d5 24 
4.xd5! £lxd5 25 Eg5 &cl 26 Egxd5 
4.d6? (26...Bg8! °°) 27 Exd6 #xd6 
28 Bxd6 &xd6 29 #e7+ +- Klom- 
pus-Bergqvist, corr 1980. 

2) 13...®e5 (this appears dubi¬ 
ous because it leaves e6 too weak) 
and now: 

2a) 14 #h5 g6 15 #h6 £ig4 16 
#h4 £ie3 17 Eel £)xfl 18 fxe6 fxe6 
19 Bhxfl #c5 20 e5 d5 21 Wf'4 Bf8 
22 #g4 Bxfl 23 Bxfl 4.d7! « 
Klompus-Zschinzsch, corr 1980. 

2b) 14 #h3 b4 15 4ke2 exf5 16 
£lxf5 4.xg5+ 17 <S?bl 0-0 (17...4.xf5 

18 Wxf5 Ec8 19 £)d4 4.e3, Molnar- 
Sleisz, Hungary Cht 1994,20 4.xa6 
±) 18 #g3 4.f6 19 £sf4 4.xf5 20 
exf5 Eac8 21 Ed2 4k4 22 4xc4 
#xc4 23 £)d5 4.e5 ? Hansel-Bauer, 
Porz 1990. 

2c) 14 #g3 and now: 

2cl) 14...b4 15 5)ce2 with a final 
branch: 

2cll) 15...£lc6 16 g6 fxg6 17 
fxg6 <53xd4 18 £lxd4 4.f6 19 gxh7 ± 
Arsenev-Tunik, USSR 1979. 

2c 12) 15...i.b716fxe6(16 4.g2 
is very awkward for Black as there is 


no good way to defend e6) JLxe4 17 
4.g2 4.xg2 18 #xg2 0-0 19 £>f4 
#c4 20 £id5 Ea7 21 b3 #c5 22 
£lf5 fxe6 23 £lfxe7+ &h8 24 Bhfl 
Be8 25 Wff2 Wx f2 26 Exf2 exd5 27 
5)xd5 ± Pavlov-Minic, Hamburg 
Echt 1965. 

2c 13) 15...i.d7 16 £tf4 (16 h4 
£lc6 17 fxe6 fxe6 18 4.h3 £)xd4 19 
£lxd4 Bc8 20 #b3 +— Hakki-Braso, 
Erevan OL 1996) Ec8 17 Bd2 (17 
fxe6 fxe6 18 Bd2 #a5 19 &bl Bc3 

20 bxc3 bxc3 21 Bd3 £>xd3 22 £>xd3 
0-0 23 h4 ± Gimeno-Salamero, Ara- 
gon Ch 1992) £>c4 18 fxe6 fxe6 19 
£>fxe6 4.xe6 20 £lxe 6 #a5 21 4.xc4 
Bxc4 22 &bl Bxe4 23 Sd5! +- 
Strautins-Staerman, USSR 1969. 

2c 14) 15...exf5 16 exf5 (16 £lxf5 
4.xf5 17 exf5 #c4 18 &bl #g4 19 
#xg4 £*xg4 20 Ed4 £le5 21 4.g2 
Ea7 22 h4 with a clear advantage for 
White, Hamilton-Basanta, Canada Z 
1989) 4.b7 (16...g6 17 4.g2 Sb8 18 
f6 4.d8 19 53f4 ± Surowiak-Gieras- 
inski, corr 1993) 17 Ag2 4.xg2 18 
#xg2 Sc8 19 £>f4 #c4 20 &bl Sc5, 
Papp-Somlo, Szeged 1993, 21 b3! 
#c3 22 5M5 +-. 

2c2) 14...4.d7!? 15 4.h3 (15 h4 
g6 16 fxe6 fxe6 17 4.h3 #c8 18 
£ice2 £>f7 19 #63 £kl8 20 e5 d5 21 
£if4 Ef8 22 #g3 4x5 23 h5 4.xd4 
24 Exd4 4)c6 25 Ed2 ± Kalvelis- 
Chrenov, corr 1971) #c8 16 Bhfl 
g6! (16...£)c6 17 fxe6fxe6 18?)xc6! 
#xc6{18...4.xc6 19 4M5) 19g6h6? 
{19...b4 °°) 20 Bf7 Eg8 21 Bxe7+ 
4>xe7 22 £ld5+! &e8 23 #h4 1-0 da 
Costa-Carvalcho, corr 1985) 17 ‘i’bl 
(17 fxe6 fxe6 18 4)ce2 h6 19 gxh6 
Bxh6 20 £>f4 g5 21 5)d3 °°) h6 18 
fxe6 fxe6 19 gxh6 Bxh6 20 1 5)ce2 g5 

21 5)f3 #c5 22 5)xg5?! Sg6 23 
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Axe 6 2xg5 24 Axdl+ £ixd7 25 
*h3 0-0-0 + Eisen-Carlson, corr 
1988. 

B21) 

13 ... Axg5+ 

Compared to 13 h4, by playing 13 

15 White gets his attack in one move 
more quickly, but the defect is that it 
leaves the g5-pawn hanging. Taking 
it off does seem to be a natural way 
to exploit White’s omission, but mat¬ 
ters are not so clear. The hanging 
bishop on g5 makes it impossible 
for Black to keep his extra pawn, 
and the upshot is usually a position 
in which Black has a good dark- 
squared bishop and control of e5, 
while White has an excellent knight 
on d5. 

14 <&>bl (D) 



14 ... to 

By far the most popular move. Al¬ 
ternatives are inferior, except for 
14...0-0, which is worth a look: 

1) 14...£ic5 and now: 

la) 15 fxe6 Axe6 16 Sgl is dan¬ 
gerous for Black, e.g. l6...Ah6 17 
£>d5 Axd5 18 exd5 or 16.. J?d8 17 
e5 2c8 18 £ixe6 £>xe6 19 2xd6 +— 
Frick-Kagambi, Novi Sad OL 1990. 


lb) 15 W h5 Ah6 (15...±e7 16 
fxe6 £>xe6 17 £>d5 Wbl 18 £>f5 {18 
£>xe7 Wxel 19 g6 20 £>xe7 ±} 
g6 19 Wei gxf5 20 exf5 2b8 21 Agl 
Wal 22 Shel &h4? 23 fxe6 Axe6 
24 Ah3 0-0 25 Wh5 AdS 26 Wh6 
1-0 Skolarski-Schmitz, West Ger¬ 
many 1987) 16 fxe6 iLxe6 17 £>f5 
Axf5 18 exf5 0-0 19 Sgl *h8 20 
fod5 WdS 21 f6 Sg8, Samardzid- 
Stanic, Croatia Cht 1994,22 £>e7! ±. 

lc) 15 Axb5+ (although quite 
popular, this is not especially con¬ 
vincing) axb5 16 £idxb5 Wei (not 
16...Wa5 17 £>xd6+ *e7 18 Wh5 
+-) 17 £>xd6+ <£>f8 18 2hgl h6 19 
e5 Abl (19...Wa7 20 £>xf7 <&>xf7 21 
Wh5+ *f8 22 2xg5 £>e4 23 £>xe4 
Wxa2+ 24 *cl Wal+ 25 *d2 Wxb2 
26 £>c3 Wb6 * Pane-Cova, corr 
1986) 20 Wf2 2a5 21 f6 gxf6 22 h4 
f5 23 hxg5 hxg5, Venni-Panizzi, con- 
1987, 24 Wd4 ±. 

2) 14...£if615 2gl(15fxe6fxe6 
16 e5 Abl 17 Wg3 dxe5 {17...i.xhl 
18 Wxg5 dxe5 19 £^xe6} 18 £ixe6 
Wei 19 Axb5+ axb5 20 £>xb5 £>e4 
21 £)bc7+ +- Karabalis-Brescher, 
Bruchkoebel 1993) JLh6 16 fxe6 
fxe6 (16..JLxe6 17 e5 +-) 17 e5 
Abl 18 Wh3 dxe5 19 £ixe6 Wei 20 
£.xb5+ axb5 21 £>xb5 5M5 22 Wh5+ 
4d7, Matilla-Andreu, corr 1988, 
and now 23 £)ec7! +—. 

3) 14...b4 15 fxe6 £>f6 16 £id5 
<£xd5 17 exd5 0-0 (17...£.f6 18 $M5! 
±) and Black is just a tempo down 
over Kotronias-Djurhuus below, so 

18 Ad3 is ±, for example 18...Af6 

19 Wf5 or 18...fxe6 19 &xh7+. 

4) 14...0-0 and now: 

0a}J15 fxe6 ^ b6 16 £> d5 ( 16 

Ah3 fxe6 17 &xe6+ Axe6 18 ^xe6 
2xf3 19 £xc7 2a7 20 £>e6 Ael 21 
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£>d4 Sf7 22 £>c6 = Pare-Paredes 
Prats, corr 1989) £)xd5 17 exd5 JLf6 
(Tisdall gives 17...fxe6 18 ®h5 i.f6 
19 £>xe6 jLxe6 20 dxe6 ±, but I can¬ 
not see how White maintains any ad¬ 
vantage after 18...e5) 18 id3! J&xd4 
19 £xh7+ <&xh7 20 2xd4 *g8 21 
2h4 fxe6 22 Hi3 2f5 23 2h8+ *f7 
24 2gl! +— Kotronias-Djurhuus, 
Gausdal 1995. 

4b) 15 %3 &f6 16 fxe6 £ib6 17 
£>d5 (17 exf7+ 2xf7 18 Ah3 £xh3 
19 Wxh3 2c8 20 a3 Ae5 21 2d3 
Wbl 22 We6 Wdl 23 #xd7 £>xd7 
with equality, Kovacs-Kofidis, Bala- 
tonbereny 1992) £>xd5 18 exd5 Ae5 
(18..JLxd4 19 2xd4 fxe6 20 dxe6 
&xe6 21 Wxd6 Wxd6 22 2xd6 2ad8 
23 2xd8 2xd8 24 Ad3 g6 25 a4 2d5 
26 axb5 axb5 27 2fl 4>g7 28 <4>cl 
-&f5 gives rise to an equal position. 
An toniou-Lukey, Moscow OL 1994) 

19 Wh3 g6 20 £>f3 &f6 21 £g2 £b7 
22 £id4 £xd4 23 2xd4 fxe6 24 
#xe6+ &h8 25 Sd2 2ae8 26 ®g4 
#c5 T Penttinen-Pisulinski, Lub- 
niewice 1994. 

15 Wh5 

Other moves are not worth con¬ 
sidering, since Black just keeps the 
pawn. 

15 ... ms 

Black has a couple of minor possi- 
bilties here in 15...h6 16 £>xe6 Axe6 
17 fxe6 0-0 18 h4 Ad8 19 £>d5 #b7 

20 Ah3 i Rovley-Pedersen, corr 
1989 and 15...^.f6!? (this seems 
playable) 16 fxe6 g6 (or 16...ib7 17 
±xb5+ axb5 18 £>dxb5 Wei 19 
£>xd6+ &f8 20 £>xb7 g6 21 Wh6+ 
&g7 22 Wf4 +- Hoehne-Janoschka, 
Hessen 1991) 17 £>d5 WdS 18 Wh6 
(18 exf7+ &xf7 19 We2 £g4 20 
£>c6 =) fxe6 19 £>xf6+ Wxf6 20 


£.h3 &f7 21 We3 0-0 22 Hhfl Wei 
T Molaschi-Bina, corr 1975. 

However, the main alternative is 
15...We7 (D) and now: 



1) 16h4£f4(16...i.f6 17 fxe6 
g6 18 exf7+ #xf7 19 Wh6 °°) 17 
&h3 (17 fxe6 g6 18 £>f5!?) g6 18 
We2 i.d7 19 Sdfl £h6 20 h5 2c8 
21 hxg6 hxg6 22 f6 WfS + Arenci- 
bia-Gamundi, Cordoba 1995. 

2) 16 2gl £f6 (16...h6 17 fxe6 
g6 18 exf7+ <&xf7 19 ^e2 &g7 20 
?M5 WdS 21 2d3 2a7 {it is risky to 
give up the e5-knight, even for a 
rook!} 22 2dg3 2f7 = Rother-Lutz, 
Bundesliga 1990) 17 fxe6 (17 ih3 
g6 18 Wh6 kdl 19 2g3 ±h4 20 
fxe6 jLxe6 21 £ixe6 fxe6 22 Axe6 
®xe6 23 ®xh4 0-0 24 £id5 2a7 = 
Valentin-Sahetchian, Paris 1993) 
g6 18 exf7+ Wxf7 19 Wh6 £g7 20 
Wd2 0-0 = Diaz-Ch.Toth, Matanzas 
Capablanca mem 1993. 

3) 16 fxe6 g6 17 exf7+ <&xf7 
(17...*f8 18 We2 £.g4 19 Wg2 
jLxdl 20 £>d5 Wxf7 21 #xg5 {the 
game doesn’t look too clear at this 
stage} h622®g3 Af3? {22...£g4} 
23 £g2 £.xg2 24 Wxg2 <4?e8 25 2f 1 
Wbl 26 2f6 +- Boonekamp-Che- 
vallier, Paris 1993) 18 We2 and now: 
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3a) 18...^g7 19 £)d5 (19 h3 Sf8 
20 Ag2 Sa7 21 fihfl td8 22 Sxf8 
txf8 23 £sd5 Ad8 24 te3 Sf7 25 
tg3 &h8 26 h4 'the 27 Shi td2 ? 
Mascle-Jean, Torcy 1991; 19 tg2 
Sa7 20 Ae2 Sf8 21 Sdfl Ah4 22 
£)f5+ Axf5 23 exf5 tg5 24 td5 
Sxf5 25 Sxf5 txf5 26 Sfl td7 27 
5k4 = Ott-De Boer, Wuert 1992) 
ta7 20 tg2 Ah4 21 £sf5+ Axf5 22 
exf5 Shf8 23 te4 Af6 24 £tf4 gxf5 
25 txf5 &h8 26 £ie6 Sf7 27 Ag2 
Se8 28 Ad5 with a slight advantage 
for White, Ostrava-Volgograd, corr 
match 1971. 

3b) 18...Ag4! (forcing the ex¬ 
change of queens favours Black) 19 
tf2+ tf6 20 txf6+ Axf6 21 Ae2 
Ac8! 22 Shfl *g7 23 £d5 Ad8 24 
Sf4 Sa7 25 h4? (an instructive error, 
25 Sgl ?) h5! (now the h4-pawn is 
permanently weak) 26 Sdfl Sf7! 27 
Sxf7+ 4)xf7 + Shabalov-Hellers, 
New York 1993. 

4) 16 <53xe6 Axe6 (not 16...g6? 
17 txg5 fxe6, Timman-Ljubojevic, 
Niksic 1983, and now 18 th6 b4 19 
£ie2 Ab7 20 fxg6 £lxg6 21 Ag2 ±) 
17 fxe6 g6 18 exf7+ d?xf7 with the 
variations; 

4a) 19 th3 &gl 20 4)d5 td8 
(20...ta7 21 te6 tc5 22 h4 Sae8 
23 th3 Ah6 24 h5 a5 25 Ae2 b4 26 
Sdgl tc8 27 txc8 Sxc8 28 <S)e7 
+- Brodsky-Coleman, Isle of Man 
1996) with another branch: 

4al) 21 tc3 Sa7 22 h4 Axh4 23 
£)f4 tf6 24 td4 Sf7 25 Sxh4 
txh4 26 £)e6+ *h6 27 Ae2 Se8 28 
txd6 4)c4 29 Axc4 bxc4 + Kroe- 
ger-Tuschinske, Germany 1995. 

4a2) 21 tg3 Ah4 22 tc3 Sa7 
23 ta3 V 2 -V 2 Groszpeter-Gallagher, 
Biel 1990. 


4a3) 21 Ae2 Sf8 22 Shfl Sa7 
23 ta3 Sxfl 24 Sxfl tb8 25 tg3 
td8 26 ta3 (26 a3 Sf7 27 Bxf7+ 
£>xf7 28 a4 te8 29 tc3+ &g8 30 
axb5 axb5 31 td4 td7 32 Afl £>e5 
33 tc3 tg4 34 tel £)f3 35 te2 = 
4ki2+?? {oops} 36 txd2 l-0Rajala- 
Debacker, corr 1989) tb8 27 tg3 
Ah6 28 th4 Bf7 29 Sxf7+ &xf7 
30 a4 Ag5 = Outerelo-Vera, Acei- 
mar 1995. 

4b) 19 te2 *g7 (19...Sac8 20 
£id5 td8 21 tf2+ &g7 22 ta7+ 
td7 23 txa6 ± Shmuter-Schulte 
Bartold, Berlin 1993) 20 <£ld5 and 
now: 

4bl) 20...ta7!? 21 tg2 (21 h4 
Ah6 22 Ah3 {22 h5 Baf8 23 hxg6 
Sf2 24 th5 hxg6 =} Bhf8 23 Shfl 
Sxfl 24 Sxfl £)c4 25 td3 Se8 26 
*al £)d2 27 £)f6 Se5 28 £)d7 (28 
&g4! £)xfl 29 txd6 ±} Sxe4 29 
Af5 £lxfl 30 Axe4 txd7 + Sammal- 
vuo-Akesson, Hallsdal 1996) Ah6 
22 Ae2 Shf8 23 Shfl *h8 24 th3 
Ag7 25 £tf4 Sf6 26 &e6 td7 27 
Sxf6 Axf6 28 Sfl Ag7 29 tb3 was 
equal in Ernst-Van Wely, Reykjavik 
1994. 

4b2) 20...td8 and now White 
has tried several moves without ob¬ 
taining any advantage: 

4b21) 21 Ah3 Sf8 (21...Sa7 22 
tg2 Sf8 23 Ae6 Ah4 24 Shfl tg5 
25 th3 Sxfl 26 txf 1 £>c4 27 td3 
te5 28 td4 txd4 29 Sxd4 Ag5 = 
Shmuter-Grunfeld, Rishon le Zion 
1994) 22 Shfl Sa7 23 Ae6 £ic4 24 
Sxf8 txf8 25 b3 £ie5 26 Sfl td8 
27 tf2 Sb7 28 td4 (28 £tf4 Axf4 

29 txf4 Sb8 30 Ag4 V 2 -V 2 Rowley- 
Shoppee, corr 1989) te8 29 Ah3 a5 

30 £ie3 Axe3 31 txe3 b4 32 td4 
tc6 33 Ae6 tc5 34 td2 Sc7 35 
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2f2 Wc3 36 Wf4 V 2 -V 2 Ervin-Gli- 
goric, USA 1972. 

4b22) 21 Wei (if White could 
play h4-h5 he would gain the advan¬ 
tage, but Black prevents this) JLh4 

22 Wc3 2a7 23 Wa3 £f 2 ! 24 £lf4 
Wf 6 25 £\d5 Wd 8 26 £sf4 ‘/ 2 -V 2 Hel- 
lers-Howell, Groningen 1984. 

4b23) 21 h4 &xh4 22 £h3 2f8 
(22...JLg5 23 Wh2 Ha7 24 £if4 i.xf4 
25 Wxf4 2f7 26 jLf5 Wf 6 27 Wh 6 + 
4>g8 28 Shgl 00 Kuhnert-Blasing, 
corr 1990) 23 i.f5 i.g5 24 Wh2 h6 
25 £sf4 £.xf4 26 Wxf4 g5 27 Wh2 
Wf 6 ? Hobusch-Mescheder, corr 
1977. 

4b24) 21 Wf2 2f8 22 Wd4 i.h4 

23 $Ld3 £f 2 24 Wc3 2a7 25 2 hfl 
Wh4 V 2 -V 2 Kolev-Michelakis, Gron¬ 
ingen 1993. 

4b25) 21 &g2 2f8 22 2dfl (22 
2hfl 2xfl 23 2xfl 2a7 24 £\f4 
&xf4 25 2xf4 Wg5 26 We3 2e7 27 
Wg3 Wxg3 28 hxg3 5)c4 ^ Theeg- 
Rolle, corr 1981) Wa5 23 h4 Wd 2 24 
Wxd2 ixd2 = Bebenek-Jaloszyn- 
ski, corr. 1992. 

Returning to the main line after 
15...Wd8 (D): 



16 2gl 

The most popular move. Others: 


1) 16 h4 (it is surprising that this 
move is not more popular) iLf 6 17 
fxe 6 0-0 18 ^.h3 and now: 

la) 18...£>g6 19 exf7+ 2xf7 20 
jLe 6 ixe 6 21 £ixe 6 We 8 (21...We7 

22 4}g5 is no better) 22 £}g5 ^.xg5 

23 hxg5 £}f 8 24 g 6 Hf 6 25 £>d5 
Sxg 6 26 £te7+ Wxe7 27 Wd5+ He 6 
28 Wxa 8 wins for White, Epishin- 
Karpman, Minsk 1990. 

lb) 18...g6 19 We 2 &h 8 20 h5 g5 
21 £)d5 fxe 6 22 ixe 6 £)c4 23 £)xf 6 
&.xe6, Stripunsky-Jaworski, Ceske 
Budejovice 1995, 24 £lxh7! +-. 

lc) 18...Se8 19 £k 6 Wc7, Psak- 
his-Griinfeld, Israel 1996, 20 £)d5 
Wxc 6 21 £)xf 6 + gxf 6 22 Wh 6 ixe 6 
23 Sdgl+ £lg 6 24 h5 ^.xa 2 + (or 
24...^.xh3 25 hxg 6 fxg 6 26 Sxg 6 + 
H—) 25 ^al! H—. 

l d) I 8 ...&I 18 19 £sd5 fxe 6 20 
i.xe 6 g 6 (20...Sa7 21 Sdfl g 6 22 
We 2 ±g7 23 h5 Sxfl+ 24 Wxfl 
£.xe 6 25 £>xe 6 We 8 26 £>ec7 Wf7 
27 Wxf7 <£)xl7 28 hxg 6 ± Shabalov- 
Fedorowicz, New York 1992) 21 
We 2 £>c4 22 i.xc 8 £xd4 23 2xd4 
Sxc 8 24 h5 Wg5 25 hxg 6 Wxg 6 26 
2d3 2ce8 27 2dh3 ± Chorfi-Brun- 
ner, Novi Sad OL 1990. 

2) 16 fxe6 g 6 (16...0-0 17 &h3 
g 6 18 We 2 &h 8 19 £>d5 2a7 20 
2 dgl fxe 6 21 &xe 6 &h4 22 2 fl 
2 e 8 23 £xc 8 Wxc 8 24 We3 2g7 25 
2hgl Wd8 1 Zindel-Nemet, Geneva 
1992) 17 exf7+ &xf7 18 We 2 Ag4 
(18...&g7 19 £>d5 2a7 20 Wg 2 
2f7 21 £e2 2hf8 22 2dfl £h4 = 
Miljanovic-Arsovic, Belgrade 1993) 
19 5)c6! (19 Wf 2 + Wf 6 T) ilxe 2 
(19...Wc8 20 <5)xe5+ dxe5 21 Wf 2 + 
&g7 22 £e 2 ±) 20 £sxd 8 + 2 hxd 8 
21 jLxe2 2ac8 22 <5)d5 = Malachi- 
Serebijanik, Israel 1993. 
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3) 16 £lxe6 jLxe6 17 fxe6 and 
now: 

3a) 17...0-0 18 JLh3 (18 Sgl h6 
(18...i.f619i.h3±) 19&h3g6 20 
exf7+ &g7 21 We2 2xf7 22 £id5 
2aa7 23 a3 Sf8 24 2gfl 2af7 25 
2xf7+ Sxf7 26 Sfl We8 27 Bxf7+ 
Wxf7 with equality, Sanchez Al- 
meyra-Gallagher, Ticino 1992) g6 
19 We2 fxe6 (19...*g7 20 £sd5 fxe6 

21 JLxe6 2e8 22 i.g4 2f8 23 Wg2 
2a7 24 2hfl 2af7 25 Bxf7+ 2xf7 
26 &e6 2f8 27 Wgl &h8 28 Wa7 ± 
Goldberg-Rother, 2nd Bundesliga 
1992) 20 i.xe6+ &h8 21 h4 i.f6 22 
h5 g5 23 2hfl h6 24 £id5 i.g7 25 
2xf8+ Wxf8 26 2f 1 ± Adams-Hodg- 
son, Wijk aan Zee 1993. 

3b) 17...g6 18 exf7+ (18 Wh3 0-0 

19 exf7+ &h8 20 We6 £lxf7 21 h4 
&xh4 22 &e2 Sa7 23 ®d5 S)e5 % 
Cullip-Gallagher, London Lloyds 
Bank 1990) &xf7 (18...£lxf7 19 
Wg4 _&h4 20 £.g2 Ba7 21 e5 £lxe5 

22 Wd4 Sf7 23 S)e4 £e7 24 £)xd6+ 
jLxd6 25 Wxd6 Wxd6 26 Sxd6 ± 
Bailey-Basanta, Canada Z 1989) 19 
Wh3 (19 We2 Sf8 (19...&g7 20 
&h3 2e8 21 Shfl Ha7 22 Wf2 Bf7 

23 Wd4 &f6 24 £)d5 £if3 25 We3 
± Thorhallsson-Christiansen, Rey¬ 
kjavik 1988} 20 h4 iLxh4 21 Wh2 g5 
22 i.e2 &g7 23 Wh3 Wc8 24 We3 
Wc5 25 Wd2 Sf2 ? Wittmann-Frei- 
tag, Oberwart 1991) &g7 (19...Ha7?! 

20 $3d5 &g7 21 Wa3! Wb8 22 h4! ±) 
20 We6 £>f7 21 h4!? &f6 (alterna¬ 
tively 21...jLxh4 22 e5! £3xe5 23 
2xd6 Wf6 24 ±g2 Sae8 25 Wxf6+ 
i.xf6 26 Sxa6 ± (26 ±e4? £ic4!}) 
22 Wh3 (22 h5 Wc8! 23 h6+ {23 
Wxc8 =} 4lxh6 24 Wxd6 <&f7! 25 
Wg3 i.xc3 26 bxc3 2d8! 27 Bxd8 
Wxd8 ? de Firmian-Browne, USA 


Ch 1987) Wc8 23 £ld5 Wxh3 24 
2xh3 ±e5 25 &e2 Ba7 26 h5 £ig5 

21 h6+ 4>f7 28 2e3 2f8 = Ertl- 
Schafer, corr 1990. 

16 ... ±f6 

Or 16...H6 (16...£.e3? 17 2xg7 
Wf6 18 2g3 ±f2 19 2g2 i.xd4 20 
2xd4 4lc4 21 jk.xc4 Wxd4 22 fxe6 
+- Luther-Buhr, Hamburg 1993) 17 
fxe6 (17 £)xe6 jLxe6 18 fxe6 0-0 19 
exf7+ 2xf7 20 i.h3 2f2 21 &e6+ 
&h7 22 Bdfl Bxfl+ 23 Bxfl We7 
24 .SLh3 2f8 = Iodice-Bosca, corr 
1991) g6 (17...0-0 18 £sf5 fxe6 19 
£lxh6+ gxh6 20 Wxh6 4lf3, Bpye- 
Nielsen, corr 1984, 21 jLe2! £)xgl 

22 Wg6+ &h8 23 Wh5+ &g7 24 
Bxgl 2f7 25 Bxg5+ &f8 26 Wh8+ 
&e7 27 Bg8 +-) 18 exf7+ (D) and 
now: 



1) 18...&f8 19 We2 2a7 (or 
19...Bh7 20 £)f3 Wf6 21 £)xe5 dxe5 
22 £id5 ±) 20 £if3 Wf6 (20...£ixf3? 
21 Wxf3 2xf7 22 Wd3! ±) 21 £ixg5 
hxg5 22 £>d5 Wf3 23 Wei 2xh2 24 
±d3 ±e6 25 Wb4 Bd7 26 £ib6 Bd8 
27 JLxb5 axb5 28 2xd6 2xd6 29 
Wxd6+ &xf7 30 Wxe5 Bhl 31 Wc7+ 
&>g8 32 Wd8+ 4>f7 33 Wc7+ &g8 34 
Wd8+ &fl V 2 -V 2 Groszpeter-Ruck, 
Hungary Ch 1995. 
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2) 18...<&xf7 19 We2 <&>g7 (the 
line 19...*g8 20 h4 &xh4 21 £lc6 
Wb6 22 W h2 Wxc6 23 Wxh4 Sa7 24 
jLe2 gives White some play for the 
pawn, Pinkas-Nowak, Poland Cht 
1990, but is unconvincing) and now: 

2a) 20 4)d5 2a7! (20...Sf8 21 
»g2 Sa7 22 Wg3 &h7 23 £h3 Ah4 
24 Wc3 £f2 25 Sgf 1 £xh3 26 Wxh3 
Axd4 27 2xf8 #xf8 28 2xd4 ttTf2 = 
Wolff-Browne, Philadelphia 1989) 
21 #el &h7 22 Wc 3 2f7 23 i.h3 
2hf8 24 &xc8 Wxc8 25 Wg 3 2f2 26 
c3 4lc4 ? Dijkstra-Poel, corr 1992. 

2b) 20 h4 £xh4 21 4M5+ Axf5 
(21...&h7 22 2xd6 lTf8 23 #h2 
±xf5 24 Wxe5 We 7 25 Wxe7+ &xe7 
26 2c6 2hc8 27 2b6 ± Bronstein- 
Browne, Reykjavik 1990) 22 exf5 
2f8 (22...2e8 23 Ah3 £g5 24 fxg6 
£>c4 25 Wd3 Wc7 26 2gf 1 2f8 27 
2fel Wf6 28 2e6 Wf3 29 Wxf3 
2xf3 30 Jig2 H—Tischbierek-Schu- 
rade. East German Ch 1986) 23 £)e4 
(23 fxg6!? Bf2 24 We4 &f3 25 Shi 
±) Ae7 24 £>c5 Sf6 25 £le6+ Sxe6 
26 fxe6 Wb6 27 Sg3 Sc8 28 We4 
Wf2 29 Sg2 Wf6 30 Wb7 Sf8 31 
Ae2 Wxe6 32 Wxa6 ± Peli-Schafer, 
corr 1993. 

17 fxe6 0-0 (D) 

Or 17...g6 (with the queen on e7 
simply 17...J&.xe6 would be possible 
here) 18 exf7+ < &xf7 and now: 

1) 19 We2 Sf8 (19...Ag7 20 
#f2+ W(6 2 1 Wg 3 Sf8 22 4kl5 WdS 
23 Wb3 &e8 24 Ah3 Sa7 25 ±e6 
Jk.d7 26 Wh3 ± Luther-Vaulin, Kecs¬ 
kemet 1993) 20 £\d5 (20 We3 £ig4 
21 Wh3 <&g8 22 &d5 £>f2 23 Wb3 
*g7 24 Sd2 £ixe4 25 Sdl £.xd4 26 
Sxd4 Wg5 27 We3 Wxe3 28 £lxe3 
Ab7 + Enders-FtaCnik, Bundesliga 
1995) &g8 21 £sf5 *h8 22 £>xf6 


(22 £lfe3 i.g7 23 Ag2 Sb8 24 Sd2 
&e6 25 c3 Sf7 26 Sgdl a5 27 h3 
Sfb7 28 Wf2 Wg8 29 Wh4 h6 30 
Wg3 ^.17 ? Wehmeier-Heppekau- 
sen, corr 1991) Sxf6 23 <£e3 Wf8 24 
£g2 Sa7 25 Sgfl Saf7 26 Sxf6 
Sxf6 27 Sfl Sxfl+ 28 «Txfl Wxfl+ 
29 £lxfl &g7 T Gentschev-Timo- 
chenko, corr 1992. 

2) 19 ®h6! Ag7 (19...Ag4 20 
£ic6! Wd7 21 £)xe5+ ±xe5 22 Ae2 
±) 20 Wf4+ Wf6? (20...&g8 ±) 21 
Wg3 (Black cannot develop nor¬ 
mally) ®d8 22 £)f5 ± Af8 23 £e2 
gxf5 24 i.h5+ *e7 25 exf5! Axf5 
26 Bgel &e6 27 £>e2! Axc2+ 28 
&xc2 Sc8+ 29 &bl Sc4 30 £>f4+ 
Sxf4 31 «xf4 Wf6 32 We4 Wg5 33 
Wd5+ 1-0 Ivanchuk-de Firmian, 
Reggio Emilia 1989. 



18 ±h3 

18 £sf5 fxe6 19 £>xd6 (19 Sxd6 
Wc7 20 <2)d5! exd5 21 Sxf6 £.xf5 22 
Sxf5 Sxf5 23 #xf5 =) We7 20 i.h3 
Sd8 21 £xc8 Sdxc8 22 4k2 Sc6 23 
£ld4 Sb6 = Engel-Ballmann, con- 
1988. 

18 ... g6 

Not 18...&h8 19 £)d5 fxe6 20 
i.xe6 Ba7 21 JL& ±xf5 22 exf5 We8 
23 &xf6 gxf6 24 Wh6 Sff7 25 Sg3 
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Wf8 26 #xf8+ fixf8 27 £>e6 ± Der- 
lich-Riedel, worn Bundesliga 1993. 

19 £sd5 

19 ®e2 <£h8 20 Sgfl (20 £)d5 
transposes to the main line) $Lg7 21 
Wg2 £ic4 22 e5?! Axe6 23 Axe6 
£)e3 24 We2 £ixf 1 25 Ah3 <^xh2 26 
<5k6 Wh4 27 #xh2 dxe5 with a dis¬ 
tinct advantage for Black, Matulo- 
vic-Quinteros, Wijk aan Zee 1974. 

19 ... &h8 

20 We2 fxe6 

Or 20...2a7 21 Sgfl fxe6 22 
Axe6 Ag7 23 Sxf8+ WxfS 24 £ib6 
Axe6 25 £)xe 6 #b8 26 £kl5 ®c8 27 
We3 Sf7 28 £)xg7 &xg7 = B.Jons- 
son-Nolsoe, Hafnarfjordur 1995. 

21 Axe6 (D) 



21 ... Ah4 

The alternatives are: 

1) 21...Se8 22 Axc8 Sxc8 23 h4 
£ic4 (alternatively 23...Axh4 24 Shi 
Sb8 (24...Sc4?!25 b3 Sc8 26Wh2 
g5 27 &f5 Se6? 28 Wh3 Se8 29 
5)de7! 1-0 Groszpeter-Orso, Hun¬ 
gary Ch 1979} 25 #h2 g5 26 £>f5 
Sb7 27 £sde3 Sd7 28 Sd5 £>f7 29 
Wg2 Sg8 30 Wd2 ± Guroff-Zoller, 
corr 1989) 24 h5 Axd4 25 Sxd4 
gxh5 26 Wxh5 Sg8 27 Sddl We8 28 
Sxg8+ Wxg8 29 b3 £>a3+ 30 &b2 


£sxc2 31 Wh6 ± Mecking-Quin- 
teros, Manila IZ 1976. 

2) 21...Sa7!? 22 $)xf6 (22 %2!?, 
intending Wh3) Sxf6 23 Ad5 Be7 
24 h4 (24 a3!?) Wf8 25 a3? (25 We3 
=) Ag4! 26 Sxg4 Bf2 27 Sg2 Sxe2 
28 Sxe2 h5 T Psakhis-Cvitan, Gen¬ 
eva 1992. 

22 Sgfl 

Or: 

1) 22 Sdfl Se8 23 Axc8 Bxc8 
24 We3 Sf8 25 &e6 Bxfl+ 26 Sxfl 
Wd7 27 £sec7 Wg7, Goldberg-Hut- 
schenreiter, corr 1989, 28 Wh3! ±. 

2) 22Sg2Se8 23Axc8Bxc8 24 
We3 Af6 25 h4 £ic4 26 Wh3 Axd4 
27 Sxd4 Bf8 28 Sdl We8 29 b3 
£se5 30 h5 Sf3 31 Wh4 gxh5 32 
£le7 ± Nyman-Gorski, corr 1981. 

22 ... Se8 

23 £if4 

23 Af7 (spectacular but not good) 
Ag4 24 Axe8 Axe2 25 Sf8+ &g7 
26 £le6+ &h6 27 £)xd8 Axdl 28 
£le6 Ag4 29 £iec7 Sc8 f Wilke-Na- 
gler, corr 1988. 

After 23 £}f4 White has a slight 
advantage, for example 23...Axe6 
24 5)fxe6 #d7 25 Sf4 Ad8 26 
£)xd8 Saxd8 27 £tf3 ®g7 28 Wf2 
Qxf3 29 Wxf3 ± Sf8? 30 Sxd6! ± 
Bauer-Lehmann, corr 1987. 

Although 13...Axg5+is theoreti¬ 
cally adequate, it has never really 
caught on, perhaps because it results 
in positions offering few winning 
chances to Black. 

B22) 

13 ... £>c5 (D) 

Now White has two main possi¬ 
bilities, of which the second is cur¬ 
rently critical: 
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B221: 14 h4 
B222: 14 f6 

Other moves are less frequently 
played. Line 2 deserves attention: 

1) 14 fxe6 fxe6 15 Ah3 b4 16 
^ce2 Axg5+ 17 *bl t¥7? (17...£f6 
T) 18 e5 d5 19 #g2 Ah6 20 2hfl 
Wg6 21 «f3 Ad7 22 £)g3 0-0-0 23 
£>b3 £>e4 24 #d3 Ab5 25 Wd4 * 
Mukhin-Danov, Irkutsk 1966. 

2) 14 g6 hxg6 15 fxg6 fxg6 16 b4 
£>a4 17 £>xa4 bxa4 18 e5 dxe5 19 
Ad3 Ag5+ 20 *bl Af4 21 Wxa8 
(21 £>b5! axb5 22 &xb5+ and 23 
#xa8 is better for White) exd4 22 
i.xg6+ *e7 23 Shfl e5 24 We4 
Wc4 25 Sxf4 #xb4+ V 2 -V 2 Mark- 
zon-de Firmian, New York 1991. A 
lucky escape for de Firmian. 

3) 14b4?!£)a415£)xa4bxa416 

fxe6 i.xg5+ 17 <&bl 0-0 18 exf7+ 
Hxf7 19 3 Sb8 20 a3 Af6 21 Bgl 

*h8 22 WcA i.b7 23 4if5 i.e5 % 
Matulovi6-Masi6, Vrgac 1969. 

4) 14 Sgl!? (this is worth a closer 
look) b4 15 £ice2 ib7 (15...e5 16 f6 
exd4 17 fxe7 d3 18 cxd3 b3 19 axb3 
£ixd3+ 20 <4>bl £ie5 21 Wc3 #xe7 
22 ®b4 V 2 -V 2 Boleslavsky-Aronin, 
USSR Ch 1957) 16 fxe6 (16 g6 hxg6 
17fxe6f5? {17...if6} 181^30-0-0 


19 exf5 g5?! 20 i.g2 +- Pinkas-Ku- 
bikova, Trnava 1990) fxe6 17 €)f4 
0-0 18 S)fxe6! 4)xe6 19 #b3 *h8 20 
£ixe6 VHb6 21 £>xf8 Bxf8 22 Wg3 
+- Ueter-Spittler, Bundesliga 1988. 

B221) 

14 h4 b4 (D) 

Or 14...i.d7 15 b4 (15 Sd2 b4 16 
£idl g6 17 f6 i.f8 18 h5 Sg8 19 
hxg6 Sxg6 20 We3 ± De Vries- 
Posch, corn 1990) 4ia4 16 £)xa4 bxa4 
17 fxe6 fxe6 18 i.h3 #c4 19 Hhfl 
®xa2 20 #f7+ &d8 21 £ixe6+ 
i.xe6 22 «xe6 Wxe6 23 i.xe6 ± 
Kir.Georgiev-Griinfeld, Haifa Echt 
1989. 



There are two main responses to 
Black’s pawn push: 

B2211: 15 <£k:e2 
B2212: 15 fxe6 

Or 15 £)bl?! and now: 

1) 15...e5 16 £>b3 i.b7 (16...£>xe4 
17 Wxe4 i.b7, attempting to emu¬ 
late the main line, fails after 18 lfc4! 
1 txc4 19i.xc4i.xhl 20Bxhl h621 
g6 ± Westeras-Knjasewa, coir) 17 
£sxc5 #xc5 18 5M2 0-0-0 (18...Sc8 
19 i.c4 a5 20 #b3 2f8 21 Shgl ± 
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Edelstein-Schuetze, corr 1986) 19 
£ib3 Wc7 20 *bl 4>b8 21 Sgl 2dg8 
22 i.d3 h6 23 f6 gxf6 24 gxf6 ± 
Blazkowa-Kalikova, Czech Repub¬ 
lic worn Ch 1995. 

2) 15...JLb7 (this gives Black the 
advantage) 16 fxe6 fxe6 17 £kl2 e5 
(17...0-0-0 18 &h3 ±) 18 £if5 0-0 19 
Ac4+ 4?h8 20 g6 <Sxe4! (20...hxg6? 
21 Wg4! d5 22 £>xe7 #xe7 23 exd5 
fiad8 24 Wg5 ! 2fe8 25 4M3 2d6 26 
h5 gxh5 27 Wxh5+ 2h6 28 Wg6 1-0 
Ljubojevic-de Firmian, Wijk aan Zee 
1986) 21 £lxe4 (21 h5 h6! defends 
and 21 Wh5 4lf6 22 #h6 loses its 
appeal after 22...^.d8!) hxg6 22 jLe6 
2f6! 23 Wg4 (23 2hgl? 2xe6 24 
2xg6 2xg6 25 Wh5+ 2h6 26 tT7, 
Ljubojevic-Hodgson, Wijk aan Zee 
1986, and now 26...2g8! 27 £lxe7 
2c8! would have won for Black) 
2xe6 24 <&fg3 (24 £>d4 2f6 25 h5 
g5 26 4ixf6 Axhl 27 2xhl £xf6 28 
£>e6 We7 +) #c8! (24...i.xe4? 25 
£lxe4 Wc8 {25...2c8 26 2h2 Wd7 
27 £)g5 ±xg5 28 hxg5+ &g8 29 Sf 1 
+-} 26 Edfl d5 27 h5 g5 28 £)xg5 
Sf6 29 £>f7+ &g8 30 Wg6! #e6 31 
£lh6+ &h8 32 £)f7+ &g8 = Hagen- 
Lehmann, corr 1989) 25 2h2 d5 26 
4lg5 (26 h5 g5 27 4lxg5 2f6 28 We2 
Wc7 29 2g2 e4 -+ Manduch-Vlasak, 
corr 1988) 2c6 + 27 We2?! Wc7 28 
2d2 2f8 29 Wei e4 30 2xd5? 2c3! 
and Black is winning, Kubis-Vlasak, 
corr 1988. 

B2211) 

15 £)ce2 e5 

Black has a playable alternative in 
15...£.b7(15...£>xe4 16fxe6 0-0 17 
JLh3 d5, Leroy-Telbis, corr 1981,18 
£>f4 ±) 16 4lg3 (16 fxe6 0-0 17 £)g3 
fxe6 18 Wg4 &h8 19 &bl 2f2 * 


Poli-Pacioni, corr 1986) d5 (16...e5 
17 £ib3 transposes to the next note) 
17 fxe6 0-0 (17...fxe6 18 exd5 2f8 
19 Wh5+ g6 20 Wxh7 Wxg3 21 
Wxg6+ <&d8 22 i.h3 <&c7 23 Axe6 
^.d6 24 ^>bl ± Ljubojevic-Browne, 
Manila 1976) 18 Wg4 (18 exf7+ 
2xf7 19 £>gf5 £ixe4 20 i.h3 *h8 

21 We3 Jic5 22 h5 2af8 % Collett- 
Namark, corr 1984) fxe6 19 5ixe6 
£ixe6 20 Wxe6+ &h8 21 exd5 2ae8 

22 d6 W\a6 23 Wd7 i.c6 24 dxe7 
£.xd7 25 6x18#+ 2xf8 26 2xd7 
We3+ 27 2d2 2d8 28 &d3 Wxg3 29 
2e2 a5 30 b3 g6 V 2 -V 2 Wedberg-de 
Firmian, Gausdal 1982. 

16 £ib3 

16 f6 exd4 17 fxe7 d3! 18 cxd3! 
£ixd3+ 19 'S’bl £)e5 is certainly not 
better for White, Geszosz-Bielczyk, 
Trzyncu 1970/1. 

16 ... <53xe4! (D) 

This move effectively put the en¬ 
tire line out of commission for White. 
The alternative favours White, e.g.: 
16..JLb7 17 £>g3 Ec8 (17...0-0-0 18 
&c4! <53xe4 19 i-d5 £>xg3 20 Wxg3 
&b8 21 Shel 2c8 22 Wg2 £.xd5 23 
Sxd5 Wb6 24 Ee4 ± Ljubojevic- 
Portisch, Lucerne OL 1982) 18fih2 
d5 and now: 

1) 19 £)xc5 Axc5 20 exd5 0-0 21 
£d3 Wa5 22 &bl Agl 23 f6 (23 
Sxgl Axd5 24 We3 #xa2+ 25 *cl, 
Polovodin-Azmaiparashvili, USSR 
1980, and now 25...Efd8 -+) g6 24 
43f5 Axh2 (24...2fe8 25 h5 gxf5 26 
Wxf5 e4 27 g6 Wxd5 28 gxf7+ *xf7 
29 #xh7+ ie6 30 Se2 +- Timmer- 
man-Bauk, corr 1984) 25 £ie7+ ^hS 
26 h5 Sc7 27 hxg6 fxg6 28 #h3 
±xd5 29 b3 Se8 30 #h6 2cxe7 31 
fxe7 4^8 32 Wxh2 5xe7 33 ii.xa6 
Wxa6 34 Exd5 We6 35 Edl 2e8 36 
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#d2 We7 V 2 -V 2 Poli-Damele, corr 
1986. 

2) 19 f6! gxf6 (19...£>xb3+ 20 
axb3 gxf6 21 gxf6 dxe4 22 '#g4 JLc5 
23 £lf5 Sd8 24 £>g7+ *f8 25 <£>e6+ 
1-0 Pahtz-Mikhalchishin, 1983) 20 
£)xc5 ®xc5 (forced as 20....&xc5 21 
Wxfb wins) 21 gxf6 Af8 (21...dxe4 
22 Wg4 J.d6 23 £>f5 +-) 22 exd5 
Sd8 23 Se2 Hxd5?! (but Black stood 
much worse in any case) 24 2xd5 
Wxd5 25 Wh5 ±d6 26 £lf5 e4 27 
Hxe4+ 1-0 Timman-Ree, Arnhem- 
Amsterdam 1983. 



17 ®xe4 

White has no promising line here. 
Accepting the sacrifice leads to a 
draw at best, but the alternative ap¬ 
pears little better: 17 Jig2 (but not 17 
f6? £b7 18 fxe7 2c8 -+; 17 £)g3? 
£)xg3 18 ®xa8 £>xhl 19 i.xa6 0-0 
-+; 17 £)d2 d5 18 <5lxe4 dxe4 19 
%4 Ab7 20 2h2 0-0 21 f6 ±c5 22 
s^bl 2fd8 + Kustra-Surowiak, corr 
1994) £b7 18 We3 d5 (18...£)c3 19 
jfi.xb7 £)xe2+ 20 Wxe2 l r xb7 21 
2hfl 2c8 22 f6 gxf6 23 gxf6 £f8 
24 <S)d2 Wb5 25 #g4 Wc6 26 Wf5 
Wd7 27 Wd3 Wb5 28 Wf5 V 2 -V 2 Sana- 
koev-Maeder, corr 1990) 19 Ji.xe4 
dxe4 20 £>g3 a5 (20...2c8 212h2 a5 


22 'ibl {22 f6 probably transposes} 
a4 23 £)cl Ac5 24 We2 Wc6 25 £>h5 
0-0 26 f6 g6 27 £>g7 2fd8 -+ Han- 
tusch-Kimpinsky, corr 1972) 21 f6 
gxf6 22 gxf6 2c8 (not 22...i.f8? 23 
53xe4 a4 24 Sid4! exd4 25 Sxd4 
*e5 26 Sel i.d5 27 2xd5 Wxd5 
28 £ig5+ &d7 29 2dl +- Fercec- 
Koznjak, Pula 1995) 23 2h2 Af8 
(23...i.xf6? 24 £ih5 Ae7 25 £ig7+ 
&f8 26 £ie6+! fxe6 27 lli6+ and 
White forces mate) 24 4ixe4 Axe4 
(24...a4 25 £)d4 2d8 26 2hd2 exd4 
27 &d6+ &d7 28 £txf7 £c5 29 
£>xh8 2xh8 30 2gl <&c6 % Venni- 
Amoribello, corr 1991; 24...h5? 25 
£>g5 ±h6 26 £sd4 Wc5 27 2e2 e4 28 
#f4 +- Venni-Anelli, corr 1986) 25 
®xe4 £h6+ 26 &bl 0-0 27 2g2+ 
&h8 28 2dgl Wc6 29 Wxe5 (29 Wf5 
2fd8 30 2e2 {30 2g7? Axg7 31 
2xg7 2d 1 + 32 £>c 1 2xc 1+3 3 &xc 1 
#hl+ 34 &d2 2d8+ 35 &e3 #el+ 
36 <&f3 ®fl+ 37 &g4 2d4+ -+} 
£f4 31 £>cl 2g8 32 2g7 2xg7 33 
fxg7+ &g8! 34 £)d3 2d8 + 35 a3? 
bxa3 36 <53xe5 a2+ 0-1 Wedberg-de 
Firmian, Oslo 1984) 2fe8 30 ffg3 
a4 31 £lcl #xf6 32 2f2 ®d4 33 
Wf3 a3 34 £>d3 ±e3 35 2g4 Axf2 
36 2xd4 £.xd4 37 #xf7 axb2 38 
Wf3 2cd8 39 Whl 2g8 0-1 Hubers- 
Hotting, corr 1990. 

17 ... £b7 

18 2d5 2c8 

19 c3 

Not 19 &bl? i.xd5 20 Wxd5 
W/xc2+ 21 i’bl 0-0 and White can 
hardly move a thing; Black will win 
the pawn on f5 and gain a substan¬ 
tial material plus. After 19 <2)al #04 
20 ®xc4 2xc4 21 £.g2 Axd5 22 
2xd5 2xh4 23 2gl Black had an 
even better position than in the main 
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variation, Smart-Winslow, London 
1985. 

19 ... Wc4 

20 #xc4 5xc4 

21 Ag2 Axd5 

Other moves: 

1) 21...2xh4? 22 2xh4 Axg5+ 
(not 22...Axd5? 23 2g4! ±) 23 &c2 
Axd5 24 2g4 Axg2 25 2xg2 ± 
Dimitrovi6-Klaic, corr 1979. 

2) 21...bxc3 22 &c2 (22 £>xc3 
2g4 23 Af3 Axd5 24 £>xd5 2xh4 
25 2gl Ad8 26 £>d2 2d4 ¥ West- 
phal-Bom, corr 1975) cxb2+ 23 &xb2 
2g4 24 Af3 Axd5 25 Axd5 h6 26 
Af3 2c4 27 Ad5 2g4 28 Af3 2b4 
with just a faint edge for Black, 
Hiller-Vokler, corr 1991. 

22 Axd5 2xh4 

23 2gl 

Or 23 2xh4 Axg5+ 24 £>d2 
Axh4 25 cxb4 &e7 26 £>c3 Ag5 27 
£>e4 Af4 28 *c2 2b8 29 &b3 Axd2 
30 £}xd2 g6 31 fxg6 hxg6 and the 
tidal wave of passed pawns proved 
too much for White’s minor pieces, 
Mokry-Ftadnik, 1983. 

23 ... bxc3 

23...Sh2 24 Ac4 (or 24 *dl bxc3 

25 £>xc3 2xb2 26 Ac6+ *f8 27 
2g4 a5 28 Ad5 Ad8 29 2c4 and by 
now White had good counterplay, 
Ferec-Cvitan, Yugoslavia 1985) h6 
25 gxh6 28xh6 26 Axa6 d5 27 
Ab5+ tf?f8 28 cxb4 Axb4 with an 
unclear position, as in Petri-Adler, 
corr 1989. 

24 <£}xc3 2f4 

25 Ac6+ <&f8 

26 Ae4 h5! 

This ending favours Black. In 
Nunn-Browne, Gj0vik 1983, White 
managed to draw after long and pa¬ 
tient defence. 


It may be that White should hold 
these endings, but the general verdict 
on 15 £>ce2 is a firm thumbs-down. 

B2212) 

15 fxe6 (D) 

This line represents an important 
new development in the 14 h4 vari¬ 
ation. Accepting the piece appears 
very dangerous for Black, while if 
Black just recaptures on e6 then 
White can play £k:e2-g3, but with¬ 
out the tactical problems associated 
with the immediate 15 £>ce2. How¬ 
ever, the defect of the early exchange 
on e6 is that Black can develop his 
kingside more easily, and this en¬ 
sures him a satisfactory position. 



15 ... fxe6 

Or 15...bxc3 (15... Axe6?! 16£ki5 
Axd5 17 exd5 0-0 18 <&c6 a5 19 Bel 
Ad8 20 Ah3 ± Bertolucci-Baldoc- 
chi, corr 1987) and now: 

1) 16 Wxf7+ <&>d8 17 e5!? d5! 
(17...cxb2+ 18*bl £&4 192h3 Ab7 
20 exd6! +- d’Adamo-Foenander, 
corr 1990) 18 £>f5 cxb2+ 19 &bl 
Ab7 20 Ag2 £>a4 21 2d4 2c8 22 
2c4 2f8 23 2xc7 2xc7 24 Wxg7 
2xf5 25 #xh7 £>c3+ 0-1 Nataf-Ag- 
nos, Cannes 1993. 
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2) 16 exf7+ with another branch: 

2a) 17 Wxc3 Ad7 (or 

17...Ag4 18 Ah3! Axh3 19 Sxh3 
&c8 20 Wc4 Sb8 21 Sc3 + Sanchez 
Almeyra-Galiana, Palma de Mal¬ 
lorca 1992) 18 Ah3 Sf8 19 Axd7 
Wxd7 20 Shfl Wa4 21 Sf5 &d7 22 
Sxc5 dxc5, Sanchez Almeyra-Su- 
chorukow, Berlin 1990, 23 £)f3+! 
&c8 24 We5 Ba7 25 We6+ *b8 26 
4le5 +-. 

2b) 16...&f8 17 Wxc3 and now: 

2bl) 17-.*rf7 18 Ac4+ &e8 19 
e5 £>e4 20 Ab5+ <&>d8 21 £c6+ &d7 
22 e6+ &e8 23 <53xe7+ +- Medvegy- 
Sleisz, Hungary Cht 1995. 

2b2) 17...Wb6 18 Ah3 4lxe4 19 
Wf3 d5 20 Axc8 Sxc8 21 Wf5 Axg5+ 
22 hxg5 Sb8 23 b3 Wd6, Tseitlin- 
Malishauskas, Moscow 1989, and 
now 24 £le2 g6 25 Wxd5 Wxd5 26 
Sxd5 &xf7 27 c4 +-. 

2b3) 17...Sa7 18 Qf5 (18 Ah3 
£)xe4 (but not 18...Axh3? 19Hxh3 
&xf7 20 b4 £)d7 21 Wb3+ <&e8 22 
Sc3 Wb7 23 We6 +-} 19 Wxc7 5xc7 
20 Axc8Sxc8 21 Shfl, Pavoni-An- 
efli, corr 1992, 21...£)xg5! 22 hxg5 
Axg5+ 23 ^bl Af6 ¥) is also dan¬ 
gerous, e.g. 18...Axf5 19 exf5 £)d7 

20 Wd4 S)e5 21 Sh3! Wc5 22 We4 
Wc6 23 Wxc6 5)xc6 24 f6 gxf6 25 
gxf6 Axf6 26 Sxd6 ±. 

16 £>ce2 

16 £id5 exd5 17 exd5 Ad7 18 
Bel Sc8 19 Sh2 &d8 20 She2 Sf8 

21 Wg3 Sf7 22 g6 hxg6 23 Wxg6 
Sxfl? (23...Ae8 «) 24 Sxfl Wb7 25 
Sxe7 +- Amrein-Czegledi, Zalaka- 
ros 1995. 

16 ... g6 (D) 

Or: 

1) 16...Ab7 (leaves e6 weak) 17 
4lg3 (17 Ah 3 Axe4 18 4lxe6 seems 


bad after 18...Web! 19 5)xg7+ ^d8 
20 We3 Axhl 21 Wxc5 Wxc5 22 
£)e6+ &e8 23 £ixc5 Af3! +) g6 18 
Ah3 Sf8 19 We3 Ac8 20 e5 d5 21 
Shfl Ad7 22 Sxf8+ Axf8 23 &bl ± 
Butze-Falke, corr 1977. 

2) 16...e5 (playable) 17 £)f5 0-0 
(17...Axf5 18 exf5 0-0 19 Sgl Sfc8 

20 £ig3 ±) 18 £>eg3 (18 g6 hxg6 19 
£>xe7+ Wxe7 20 We3 Ae6 21 h5 g5 
¥ Playa-Michelakis, Buenos Aires 
jr Wch 1992) Ae6 19 &bl &h8 20 
We3 £sxe4, Galow-Zoltai, corr 1986, 

21 Wxe4 d5 22 Bxd5 Axd5 23 Wxd5 
Sad8 24 Wf3 g6 25 Ad3 «. 

3) 16...Sf8 17 Wh5+ Sf7 18 
Wxh7 (18 g6 hxg6 19 Wxg6 e5 20 
4M5 Axf5 21 exf5 Sc8 ¥ Haas- 
Tenev, corr 1984) Ab7 19 &g3 d5 
20 £3h5 0-0-0 21 <2)xe6! ± Sanchez 
Almeyra-Kamber, Chiasso 1990. 



17 Ah3 

The best move is far from clear, 
but none of the possibilities looks 
very tempting for White: 

1) 17 Sf8 18 Ag2 Sxf4 19 
Wxf4 e5 20 We3 exd4 21 Wxd4 Ae6 
22 Wh8+ Af8 23 Shfl Wg7 24 
Wxg7 Axg7 25 e5 0-0-0 26 exd6 
Ae5 ¥ de Firmian-Browne, USA Ch 
1983. 
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2) 17 h5 2f8!? 18 tfe3 e5 19 
4?)b3 JLe6 is untested, but Black is at 
least equal. 

3) 17 <4>bl jLb7 18£)g3 2f8 19 
We3 e5 20 £>b3 £>e6 21 2h2 a5 22 
£b5+ Jk. c6 23 &c4 &d7 24 £d5 
2c8 25 c4!? £if4 26 2c2 ±d8 % 
Shabalov-de Firmian, Philadelphia 
1993. 

17 ... e5 

18 £>b3 2f8 

19 ®e3 

Black has completed his develop¬ 
ment without incurring any serious 
weakness and has a very comfort¬ 
able position. He may try: 

1) 19...&a4!? 20 2hfl 2xfl 21 
2xfl Wc4! 22 &g2?! (22 2f3 £xh3 
{22...d5!?} 23 2xh3 2c8 24 «Td3 «) 
a5 23 &bl Ae6 24 £iecl Wb5 25 
2f2 £)b6 26 £)d2 a4 % Kolmann- 
Ferens, corr 1991. 

2) 19...&xh3 20 2xh3 (20 Wxh3 
2c8 21 £)xc5 Wxc5 22 ®d3 2f3 23 
Wd2 Wc4 24 &bl 2f2 25 2hel 
®xe4 26 'i’al Sxc2 0-1 Hechler- 
Born, corr 1975) Sc8 21 £>xc5?! (21 
c3 £>xb3+ 22 axb3 bxc3 23 bxc3 {23 
£>xc3 Wb7 24 &c2 2f4 ?} 2b8 24 
&c2 Wb7 25 c4 a5 26 2al £d8 27 
2f3 2f7 28 2afl 2xf3 29 Wxf3 « 
Rehn-Anttonen, corr 1972. 

B222) 

14 f6 gxf6 

Not 14...£f8? 15 &xb5+ ±d7 
(15...axb5 16 £>dxb5 #d7 17 fxg7 
Jixgl 18 £>xd6+ -&>f8 19 2hfl +-) 
16 e5 d5 17 £if5! g6 (17,..gxf6 18 
4}d6+ jfe.xd6 19 exd6 Wxd6 20 
£lxd5 1-0 Bures-Sorsak, corr 1985; 
17...±xb5 18 fxg7 +-) 18 £>xd5! 
exd5 19 #xd5 2d8 20 £id6+ £.xd6 
21 exd6 WcS 22 2hel+ «*f8 23 


.&xd7 2xd7 24 ®c4 2d8 25 d7 #c7 
26 2e7 £>e6 27 #b4 +-. 

15 gxf6 ±f8 (D) 



This is one of the most important 
positions for the assessment of the 
Najdorf. White now has a major de¬ 
cision to make. The strategic outline 
of the position is clear enough: Black 
has all the long-term positional ad¬ 
vantages, against which is balanced 
White’s lead in development and 
short-term attacking prospects. In 
particular. White faces the immedi¬ 
ate problem of what he is going to 
do after Black’s imminent ...b4. Of 
course, White can simply prevent 
...b4 with 16 a3, but this involves 
some loss of attacking momentum. 
Nevertheless, this is a reasonable 
move which is probably underesti¬ 
mated by theory. The second main 
move is the sacrificial 16 £rf5, which 
gives Black no time for ...b4. Unfor¬ 
tunately, the sacrifice isn’t really cor¬ 
rect. The remaining three moves all 
aim to improve White’s position to 
the extent that he can meet ...b4 by 
£M5. However, 16 $Lh3 doesn’t re¬ 
ally succeed in this ambition and it 
turns out that the £3d5 offer is still 
mostly harmless. 16 Wh5 is a better 
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try in this respect, in that now ...b4 
may be reasonably met by £k!5; the 
down side is that moving the queen 
again involves a certain loss of time 
and Black is able to complete his de¬ 
velopment in safety. 

All this brings us to the most 
popular (and best) move, Perenyi’s 
16 Sgl. This improves White’s posi¬ 
tion by moving the rook to the open 
file, preventing Black doing like¬ 
wise, and setting up tactical ideas 
based on 2g7. The resulting posi¬ 
tions are amazingly sharp and dou¬ 
ble-edged. Despite many years of 
investigation, the final verdict still 
proves elusive. 

B2221: 16 a3 
B2222: 16 £>f5 
B2223: 16 4.h3 
B2224: 16 #h5 
B2225: 16 Sgl 

We may dismiss 16 #e3 h5 17 
&bl Ab7 18 Sgl 0-0-0 19i.h3 &b8 
20 b4 .&.h6 21 Wf3 4kl7 + Lambers- 
Fosch, corr 1989 and 16 #g3 Ad7 
(16...b4!) 17 a3 h5 18 h4 0-0-0 19 
i’bl ^?b8 20 Ml is equal, Toothill- 
Sanakoev, corr 1992. 

B2221) 

16 a3 i.d7 

Black should keep open the 
chance to castle, e.g. 16...Sb8 17 b4! 
(17 M3 b4 18 axb4 Sxb4 19 Shel 
#b6 20 £>d5 M6+ 21 *bl Sxb2+ 
22 &al exd5 23 exd5+ *f8 24 #e2 
Sbl+! 25 Sxbl #a5+ 26 &>b2#b4+ 
is a draw) 4)a4 18 £>xa4 bxa4 19 
Sgl! (not 19 <£62? Sg8 and Black 
seizes the important open file) a5 
(19...h5 20 *b2 Sh6 21 Sg8 Sg6 


22 Sh8 ±; 19...e5 20 £>f5 Axf5 21 
#xf5 a5 22 b5 i.h6+ 23 Ml Ae3 

24 Sg3 ± Corkett-May, corr 1985) 
20 #h5 Ml 21 Sg7! Mgl 22 fxg7 
Sg8 23 £ib5 Sxb5 24 #xh7 Sxg7 

25 #xg7 Se5 26 Sd3 ± Berg-Zin- 
man, corr 1982. 

17 #h5 

Or 17 Sgl (D) (17 b4 4)a4 18 
4lxa4 bxa4 19 Sgl a5 20 b5 #c5 21 
M2 Sc8 22 #d3 M6+ 23 &b2 i.f4 
24 *bl? {24 £sf3 is equal} MS T 
Fahys-Robeson, corr 1987; note that 
the position after 17 Sgl can also 
arise via the move-order 16 Sgl 
Ml 17 a3) and now: 



1) 17...#b6 18 #h5 0-0-0 19 
Sg3 MX 20 M3 &b8 21 b4 <&a4 22 
£)xa4 bxa4 23 £)e2 #65 24 Sg5 
Ah6 25 #xh6 #xe2 26 Afl #xe4 
27 JLxa6 ± Brodsky-Ginsburg, Nik¬ 
olaev Z 1993. 

2) 17...0-0-0 18 *bl (for 18 #h5 
see the note to White’s 18th below) 
&b8 19 .&g2 e5 20 4M5 #b7 21 £tf5 
M6, Gaida-Surowiak, corr 1992,22 
#e3 ±. 

3) 17...h5! and now: 

3a) 18Sg7Sc8(18...#b7 19b4 
£)a4 20 £ixa4 bxa4 21 ji. c4 JLxg7 22 
fxg7 Sg8 23 Sf 1! 0-0-0 {23.. ,Sxg7 
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24 Wf6 2h7 25 2gl 4f8 26 $M5 
+-} 24 #c3 &b8 25 fixf7 Wfxe4 26 
£>xe6 2c8 27 £)c5 dxc5 28 2xd7 ±) 
19 <5)d5 (19 b4 £3b3+ is equal; 19 
Ah3?! ®d8! 20 2dgl 2h6 21 b4 
Wxf6! 22 Wxf6 2xf6 23 bxc5 Axg7 
24 2xg7 2xc5 25 4?b2 2f2 + G.An- 
dersson-Sanakoev, corr 1988) exd5 
(19...'S r b7 is a complete mess; the 
tempting line 20 2el exd5 21 exd5+ 
<&d8 22 2xf7 fails to 22...Ag4 -+, 
but 20 <S)e7!?, for example, is totally 
unclear) 20 exd5 and now: 

3al) 20...Ag4 21 ®e3+£se6 (or 
21 ...*d8 22 G)c6+ +-) 22 dxe6 Axe6 
(22...Axg7 23 fxg7 2g8 24 exf7+ 
*xf7 25 Wf4+ &xg7 26 h3 ±) 23 
Ah3 Wfc4 24 2xf7 Ah6 25 Se7+ 
■^8 26 4)xe6+ 1-0 Zontakh-Jed- 
licka, Litomysl 1994. 

3a2) 20...'B r b6 21 2el+ &d8 22 
Sxf7 b4 23 ?3c6+ Axe6 24 dxe6 +- 
Manduch-Namark, corr 1991. 

3a3) 20...Wb7!? 21 Sel+ &d8 22 
2xf7 Ag4! is good for Black, as 
mentioned above under 19...'@ f b7, 
but of course White has many other 
possibilities. 

3b) 18 &bl Hb8 19 2g5 b4 20 
axb4 2xb4 21 Hxh5 2xh5 22 'ii , xh5 
#b6 23 b3 £>xb3 24 cxb3 2xd4 + 
Efimov-Zilbershtein, Kiev 1989. 

3c) 18 Ah3 and now: 

3cl) 18...Wa5? 19 e5 d5 20 £)xd5 
exd5 21 Axd7+ £>xd7 22 Wxd5 0-0-0 
23 Va8+ 4ib8 24 Wxb8+ +-. 

3c2) 18...H>6? 19 e5 d5 20 4ixd5 
exd5 21 Axd7+ 4ixd7 22 Wxd5 2c8 
23 e6 fxe6 24 2gel +-. 

3c3) lS... 1 ^!? 19 Ag2 «. 

3c4) 18...2c8 19 2g2 ®b7 20 
b4!? £>a4 21 £>xa4 bxa4 22 <&b2 a5 
23 c3 axb4 24 cxb4 d5? (24...1 f b6!? 
±) 25 exd5 Axb4 26 axb4 Wxb4+ 21 


&al 2c3 28 ®f4! 2xh3 29 2b2 +- 
StrautinS-Camilleri, corr 1993. 

3c5) 18...2b8 19 2del b4 20 
£id5 exd5 21 exd5+ &d8 22 Axd7 
£>xd7 23 4ic6+ &c8 24 £ixb8 *xb8 
25 axb4 = Turlej-Gaida, corr 1992. 

3c6) 18...£)a4 19 £ixa4 (19 4id5 
exd5 20 exd5 0-0-0 21 £>e6 appears 
inadequate after 21...fxe6 22 dxe6 
£ib6) bxa4 20 e5 Sb8 (20...Sc8 21 
exd6 Axd6 22 &bl Ae5 23 c3 Sb8 
24 Sg2 ffc5 25 &al ± Zapata-Grun- 
feld, Palma 1989) 21 Axe 6 Axe6 22 
<S)xe6 fxe6 23 exd6 Wb6! 24 f7+ (24 
d7+ &d8 25 #c3 Ah6+ 26 &bl 
Ad2 27 We5 Af4 28 Wc3 Ad2 = is 
an amusing line, although Black 
could play for a win by 28. ..Wcl) 
&d7 25 Wc3 2h7 26 Sdfl h4 27 
2g6 2h5 28 2el 2f5 29 2gxe6 
2xf7 30 2f6 2xf6 31 Wxf6 Axd6 32 
Wn+ &c6 33 #f3+ &c7 V 2 -V 2 Van 
Willigen- Jordan, corr 1991. 

We return to the main line after 17 
#h5 (D): 



17 ... 0-0-0 

This has been most frequently 
played, but there are other reason¬ 
able moves (this is particularly rele¬ 
vant in view of the note to White’s 
20th move below): 
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1) 17...2g8 18 ®xh7 Sg6 19 
Wh4 0-0-0 20 <&bl £h6 21 £>f3 
Ac6 22 £h3 *b7 23 Shgl 2dg8 24 
2xg6 (24 b4 £>a4 25 £>xa4 bxa4 26 
2xg6 2xg6 27 Afl -&e3 V 2 -V 2 Matu- 
lovi6-Bukic, Uljma 1976) 2xg6 25 
2gl 2xgl+ 26 £)xgl &d2 27 <2)ge2 
a5 28 Ag2 b4 29 axb4 axb4 30 £)dl 
± Bassoli-Gatto, corr 1977. 

2) 17..M&5 (threatening 18...b4 
followed by 19...4)b3+) and now: 

2a) 18 £>b3 £>xb3+ 19 cxb3 2c8 
20 b4 2xc3+ (20...Wb6 21 &bl 2g8 
22 #xh7 2g6 23 Wh4 2h6 24 Wf4 
Wd8 25 Ae2 ®xf6 f Matulovic-de 
Firmian, NiS 1981) 21 bxc3 ®xa3+ 

22 <&d2 2g8 23 ®f3 £.c6 24 4>el 
2g5 25 h4 Axe4 26 Wxe4 *xc3+ 0-1 
H.S0rensen-Maeder, corr 1978. 

2b) 18&e2b4(18...2b8maybe 
possible, but ...b4 is the most natu¬ 
ral) 19 axb4 ®xb4 20 2hfl 2b8 (ig¬ 
noring the threat is best) 21 ®xf7+! 
<S?d8! 22 £)b3 a5 (22...±e8 23 »a7 
2b7 24 tta8+ 2b8 25 «xb8+! »xb8 
26 £)xc5 ±; 22...£)xb3+ 23 cxb3 
Wxb3 24 2d2 a5 «) 23 Wh5 (23 e5? 
a4 + Olim-Browne, Las Vegas 1986) 
£)xb3+ (23...a4 24 £)xc5 dxc5 25 
2xd7+ *xd7 26 Wfl+ +-) 24 cxb3 
a4 25 *d2! Wxb3 26 #a5+ Wb6 27 
Wxb6+ 2xb6 28 &c2 Ah6, Emst-de 
Firmian, New York, 1990, 29 e5! 
with a clear advantage for White. 

3) 17...2b8 18 2gl b4 19 axb4 
2xb4 20 2g7 ±c8 21 £>f5 (this posi¬ 
tion looks very unpleasant for Black, 
but play soon becomes confused; it 
really doesn’t have much relevance 
for the opening, but I can’t resist giv¬ 
ing the continuation of this crazy 
game!) d5 (21...£)a4 22 4)h6 2xb2 

23 £>xf7 2xc2+ 24 *bl £>xc3+ 25 
&xc2 4)d5+! is a draw) 22 e5 ®xe5 


23 Wxf7+ &d8 24 2xh7 ®f4+ 25 
<&bl 2xb2+ 26 &al (26 4>xb2 #b4+ 
27 £>cl £ib3+ is a draw) 2b7 27 £)e7 
®c7 28 Jib5 (exclamation marks 
may be distributed by the reader) 
2xb5 29 £>xb5 #a5+ 30 &bl ®xb5+ 
31 ‘A’cl ilh6+ 32 2xh6 2xh6, de Fir¬ 
mian-Youngworth, Lone Pine 1980, 
and now 33 £)c6+ #xc6 34 We7# is 
quickest. 

18 Wxf7 

White has tried quite a wide range 
of alternatives: 

1) 18&bl jLe8 19 2gl and now: 

la) 19.Jib6 20 &h3 &b8 21 
£xe6 fxe6 22 f7 i.xf7 23 Wxf7 Wc7 

24 #xc7+ *xc7 25 b4 e5 26 £>dxb5+ 
axb5 27 bxc5 ± Ripoll-Rodriguez, 
corr 1987. 

lb) 19..Jtb7 20 £d3 b4 21 axb4 
Wxb4 22 £)b3 <4>c7 23 £>xc5 dxc5 
24 Axa6 2a8 25 ±e2 ®a5 26 &cl 
Wal+ 27 £ibl 2a2 28 We5+ &b7 29 
2g7! £.xg7 30 fxg7 2g8 31 Ac4 ± 
De Reu-Ostling, corr 1983. 

lc) 19...&b8 (this is the most 
natural line) 20 Ah3 (20 2g3 2c8 21 
b4 £kl7 22 £)xe6 fxe6 23 f7 &e7 24 
fxe8W 2hxe8 25 Axb5 axb5 26 
Wxb5+ + V 2 -V 2 Matanovic-Hohler, 
Bath Echt 1973) 2c8 21 Wf3 Jidl 
22 2g3 h5 23 Ag2 £>a4 24 £ixa4 
bxa4 25 e5 d5 26 Afl <&a7 27 We2 
Wb6 28 <&al t Garcia-Capdevila, 
corr 1988. 

2) 18 Sgl £.e8 19 2g3 Wb7 20 
i.g2 £>d7 21 e5 d5 22 £ixe6 fxe6 23 
f7 £xf7 24 #xf7 JLh6+1 (24...£)c5 
±) 25 *bl £)c5 26 #f6 +- Schafer- 
Derlich, Dortmund 1989. 

3) 18 £lf3 ±c6 19 £)g5 h6 20 
Ah3 hxg5 21 lfxh8 £ixe4 22 <£d5 
±xd5 23 2xd5 <4?b7 24 2d4 d5 + De 
Haan-Houthuijzen, corr 1984. 
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4) 18 b4?! £>b3+ (18..,£sb7 19 
i?b2 Ae8 20 Ah3 &b8 21 Shfl 
1^6 22 Sf3 a5 23 Afl axb4 24 axb4 
<J5 25 exd5 Axb4 26 dxe6, Matu- 
lovic-Bogdanovic, Sarajevo 1971, 

26...Sxd4 27 ®e5+ Sd6 28 £se4 
#07 +) 19 cxb3 (19 &b2 £lxd4 20 
2xd4 sl?b8 21 Ah3 Sc8 22 Sd3 Ac 6 
23 Scl Sg8 24 £id5 exd5 25 Axc8 
dxe4 26 2c3 Wxc8 + Matulovic- 
Zuckerman, VrnjaCka Banja 1971) 
'txc3+ 20 &bl &b8 21 2d3 WeH- 
22 #dl (22 *b2 Wxe4 23 Wf3 
#xf3 +) Wxe4 23 2gl Wh4 24 Wf3 
d5 25 h3 2c8 26 <&b2 e5 27 Wxd5 
exd4 28 2gg3 tT4 0-1 Arnhold- 
Stolle, corr 1982. 

18 ... Ah6+ 

19 *bl 2hf8 (D) 

Black must keep the d6-pawn 

covered: after 19...2df8 20 #h5 2xf6 
21 Axb5 axb5 22 7)dxb5 Axb5 23 
*71x65 White has a decisive advan¬ 
tage, Meizer-Krabbe, corr 1985. 



20 Wh5 

Rather surprisingly, nobody has 
tried the critical line 20 Wxh7 2xf6 
21 Wei 2ff8 (21.. ,2f2 22 Ah3! and 
White has the advantage) 22 b4! 
2de8 (22,..4lb7 23 4lcxb5!) 23 Vh4 
Ag7 24 bxc5 W\c5 25 *£ce2 ®xa3 26 


W g3 with inadequate compensa¬ 
tion for Black. 

20 ... 2xf6 

and now: 

1) 21 Ah3 4>b8 (21...2df8 22 
2hfl 2xfl 23 2xfl 2xf 1+ 24 Axfl 
Ag7 25 *S3de2 WdS 26 Wxhl Wf8 = 
Ribli-Bukic, Debrecen 1970) 22 e5 
dxe5 23 4lb3 7)xb3 24 cxb3 Ac6 25 
2xd8+ #xd8 26 Wxe5+ &b7 27 2dl 
Af4 28 Wei Wg8 = Grottke-Reinke, 
corr 1985. 

2) 21 1Ti 4!? 2g6 (it is not so 
easy to suggest a good move, e.g. 

21.. .Ag7 22 £tf5! or 21...2df8 22 
Axb5 axb5 23 7ldxb5 Axb5 24 7)xb5 
Wb6 25 £ixd6+ *b8 26 e5 2g6 27 
2d4 ±) 22 £if5! Ag5 (22...exf5 23 
7)d5 Wbl 24 *2)e7+ &c7 25 £lxg6 
Wxe4 26 Wxh6 {26 Ah3 is also 
good} #xhl 27 £lf4 ±) 23 ®xh7 
Ae8 24 Wxcl+ &xc7 25 S)d4 ± De- 
laune-Potter, USA 1982. 

B2222) 

16 £>f5!? 

This move has been played infre¬ 
quently. Although White has not 
done badly in practice, his position 
after 17...#85! in the main line does 
not inspire confidence. 

16 ... exf5 

Black can also play 16...b4 (after 

16.. .Ab7 17 £sg7+ &d8 18 a3 Black 
loses the right to castle and has his 
kingside pieces blocked in) 17 
*2)g7+ (17 Ab5+ £sd7 18 e5 Ab7 19 
Axd7+ <Axd7 20 £se4 2c8, Ooster- 
hoff-Thierry, corr 1993,21 73d4!») 
Axg7 18 fxg7 Sg8 19 Ab5+ Ad7 
20 Axd7+ (20 e5 d5 21 Axd7+ 
£>xd7 22 2xd5 bxc3 {22...Wc6\) 23 
2fl cxb2+ {23.. .0-0-0 24 2d6 cxb2+ 
25 <*>bl £)xe5 26 WaS+ #b8 27 
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®xa6+ ®b7 28 Sxd8+ 2xd8 29 
®a5! =} 24 &bl <S)b6? 25 2d6 2c8 
26 2c6 ®a7 27 2xe6+ 1-0 Chevere- 
san-Craciunoiu, corr 1984) <S)xd7 
21 £ie2 2c8 22 ®d3 £ie5 23 ®b3 
2xg7 + Baer-Koneke, corr 1986. 

17 £)d5 (D) 



17 ... ®a5! 

Or: 

1) 17...® b7 18 exf5 &d8 19 i.g2 
id7 20 2hel £c6 21 ®e3 h5 (or 

21.. .<&d7 22 b4! £>a4 23 £\e7 £xg2 
24 2xd6+ <J?xd6 25 ®e5+ &d7 26 
2dl+ &e8 27 <S)c8+ ±e7 28 £d6+ 
*f8 29 fxe7+ &g8 30 ®g3# Klos- 
terman-Popescu, corr 1973) 22 'ibl 
2c8 23 b4 <S)a4 24 £ie7 ®d7 25 
4lxc6+ 2xc6 26 jLxc6 ®xc6 27 2d3 
was unclear in Pedro-Barcona, corr 
1988. 

2) 17...®c6 18 exf5 ±b7 (better 
than 18...£)d7 19 jCg2 and now 

19.. .£ks5 20 Shel fia7 21 ®g3! ± or 

19.. .1.b7 20 Shel+ <£>d8 21 ®e3 
£ie5 22 £)e7! ®xg2 23 Sxd6+ &e8 
24 ®xe5 £h6+ 25 *bl *f8 26 Sedl 
Se8 27 2d8 1-0 Wolff-Gunawan, 
Kiljava jr Wch 1984) and White is 
struggling to obtain enough for the 
piece, for example 19 We3+ 4d7 20 
Ag2 Se8 +, 19 Ag2 0-0-0 + or 19 


We2+ <4>d7 20 Ag2 2e8 21 Wh5 
<±>d8! + (22 Wxf7? Be2). 

After 17...Wa5! White’s attack is 
also unconvincing, for example 18 
exf5 (18 4>bl fxe4 19 We3 b4! and 
White has little to show for the 
piece) Wxa2 19 Ag2 (19 We3+ <&d8 
20 Ag2 Axf5 21 Shel Ah6! 22 
Wxh6 £>b3+ mates, Vlach-Borik, 
1967) Ah6+ 20 £>f4 Ab7 21 We3+ 
*f8 22 £>e6+ <4>e8 23 Wxh6, Blue- 
mers-Roelofs, corr 1989,23...£lb3+! 
24 cxb3 Bc8+ 25 <4>d2 Wxb2+ 26 
4>e3 (26 4>el Wxg2) Ax,g2 -+. 


B2223) 

16 Ah3 (D) 



16 ... b4 

The most consistent move, be¬ 
cause the 4M5 sacrifice is good 
enough for a draw at best. However, 
if Black is worried about White’s at¬ 
tack then he has playable alterna¬ 
tives: 

1) 16...Ab7 (it is very risky to 
weaken the h3-c8 diagonal) 17 Shel 
(or 17 Wh5 b4 18 <£d5! exd5 19 
exd5 <4>d8 20 Shel Sa7 214?bl Aa8 
22 Se2 b3 23 cxb3 Wa5 24 Wg4! 
<5M7 25 Bdel ± Wittmann-Aymard, 
corr 1992) b418 £id5 exd5 (18...»a5 
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19 #h5! exd5 20 exd5+ &d8 21 
#xf7 +-) 19 exd5+ &d8 20 £)c6+ 
A.xc6 21 dxc6 £.h6+ 22 *bl a5? 23 
2e7 1-0 Cottone-Bottari, corr 1989. 

2) 16...itd7 17 #115 transposes 
to line B2224. 

3) 16...Sg817 #h5 (17 Shel Ad7 
18 4)d5 {18 #h5 Sg6 is the main 
line of this note} #b7 19 £)e7 Sg5 

20 b4 £ia4 21 £>df5 exf5 22 #f4 
jLh6 23 4}xf5, Schwibbe-Siegl, con- 
1990, 23...i.xf5 24 exf5+ *f8 25 
#xd6+ &g8 -+) Bg6 and now. 

3a) 18 Shel (this is promising 
for White) Ad7 and now: 

3al) 19i.f5!?Sh6 20#f3b421 
£sd5 #a5? (21...exd5 22 exd5+ 4fd8 
®) 22 *bl 0-0-0 23 £>e7+ &b7 24 
e5+ d5 25 £lxd5 exf5 26 £fc7+ £>e4 
27 £)dxf5 ± Remont-Joseph, con 
1988. 

3a2) 19 4T5 0-0-0 (19...b4 «) 20 
£le7+ £.xe7 21 fxe7 Se8 22 #xh7 
Sf6, Bensiek-Schulz, con 1986, 23 
#g7 ±. 

3a3) 19£tf5#b7(19...exd5 20 
exd5+ &d8 21 #xh7 «) 20 *bl (20 
4M5 exd5 21 exd5+ &d8 22 #xh7 
Axf5 23 Axf5 Sg2! 24 Se3 b4 25 
Sg3 Sf2! 26 Sg7 &xg7 27 fxg7 
*c7 28 g8# Sxg8 29 #xf7+ *b6 
30 #xg8 Sxf5 ? Timman-Ljubo- 
jevic, Tilburg 1983) 0-0-0 (20...Sh6 

21 #g4 Sg6 poses the problem of 
how White can avoid a draw, since if 
the queen moves to another square 
Black may be able to take the knight) 
21 £>e7+ Axe7 22 fxe7 Be8 23 Wh4 
Wcl 24 Sf 1 ± da Costa-Consolino, 
corr 1985, 

3b) 18 Shgl (given an ! in the Cor¬ 
respondence Chess Yearbook , but 
as we shall see, this is not justified) 
b4 (18.JU7 19 2xg6 hxg6 20 Wh7 


b4 21 ^ce2 is given in the Corre¬ 
spondence Chess Yearbook as lead¬ 
ing to equality, but now 21...2c8!, 
threatening 22...e5 and 22...b3, wins 
straight away for Black; 18...2xgl 

19 2xgl b4 20 exd5 21 exd5 
£.xh3 22 Wxh3 »d7 23 2el+ &d8 

24 £k;6+ £>c7 25 ®xh7 2e8 26 <&e7 
£xe7 27 ®xf7 &d8 28 fxe7+ 2xe7 
29 2xe7 #xe7 30 Wxe7+ *xe7 31 
i>d2 ^f6 32 c3 is a variation given in 
the Correspondence Chess Yearbook 
as leading to a draw, even though 

32.. .bxc3+ 33 ^xc3 £ia4+ wins 
quite easily) 19 £kl5 exd5 20 exd5 
$Lxh3 21 2del+ *d8 22 ^c6+ <&c8 
23 Wxh3+ Wdl 24 Wxh7, Foerster-Da 
Costa, corr 1992, and now 24...2h6 

25 Wg8 4sb7 is +. Of course this im¬ 
provement was not mentioned in the 
Correspondence Chess Yearbook. 

4) 16...h5 17 Shel (17 *bl &d7 
18 Shel 0-0-0 19 a3 Be8 20 b4 £>b7 

21 Bd3 <&b8 22 Ag2 Sc8 23 Be2 
£>d8 24 £)dl Wb6 = R.Wittmann- 
Rademacher, Germany 1994) J&d7 
18 e5! (18 £>d5 Wb7 19 £>e7 a5 20 
Wg3 £>xe4 21 ffg2 d5 22 £.xe6 fxe6 
23 Wg6+ *d8 24 Bxe4 Wb6 25 #f7 
.&h6+ 26 ^bl +- S chaffer-Strie- 
bich, Germany 1992) d5 19 £>xd5! 
exd5 20 e6 4}xe6 21 Axe6 1-0 Ro- 
chel-Holek, corr 1976. 

17 £>d5 

White is more or less committed, 
because 17 £>ce2 is not dangerous: 

17.. JLb7 (17...&d7 18 <&bl 0-0-0 19 
Shgl &b8 20 c3 ®b7 21 Ag2 Sc8 

22 #e3 Sg8 23 Af3 Sxgl 24 Sxgl 
e5 25 £k;2 b3 is equal, Lavieri Mar- 
tins-Fraga Portilho, corr 1987) 18 
£>g3 0-0-0 (18...d5? 19 exd5 i.xd5 

20 £>xe6! +- Alvarenga-Portilho, 
corr 1984) 19 Shel 4>b8 (19...d5 
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20 e5 i.h6+ 21 &bl 2dg8 22 a3 
bxa3 23 Wxa3 ±f4 24 £>h5 £.h6 25 
b4, Chouinard-Woldmo, corr 1990, 

25.. .®b6! 26 *a2 £>e4 +) 20 Wh5 
Sc8 21 <&bl d5 22 e5 &a4 (or 

22.. .£>e4!? 23 £>xe4 dxe4 24 iLg2 
Ac5 25 &b3 Af2 26 Se2 e3 ?) 23 
£}ge2 iLc5 24 ^xe6!? fxe6 25 JLxe6 

Quixada Neto-Tavares Neto, corr 
1991. 

17 ... exd5 

18 exd5 JLxh3 (D) 



19 Bhel+ 

Or 19 Wxh3 ®d7 20 2hel+ (20 

®h5 &d8 21 &c6+ &c7 22 &xb4 
Sg8 23 £)c6 a5 24 Sdel Sg6 25 
Shf 1 Wg4 26 #xh7 Sxf6 + Grguri- 
Osterman, corr 1979) &d$ and now: 

1) 21 £)e6+ (this variation offers 
White fair drawing chances) fxe6 22 
dxe6 4^xe6 (22...Wc6 is also possi¬ 
ble, but 23 e7+ <&c7 24 f7! gives 
reasonable compensation) 23 Bxe6 
Bc8 (23...*c7 24 Wf5 ®b5 25 #e4 
Sc8 26 *bl &b6 27 f7 #c4 28 
Sexd6+ V 2 -V 2 Van der Kooij-Snij- 
ders, corr 1987) 24 Sdel Bc5 25 ®h4 
Se5 26 B6xe5 (26 Blxe5 dxe5 27 
Bxa6 {27 Sxe5 Wd6 28 Sel =} ®d5 
28 c4 i.h6+ 29 &c2 #d2+ 30 &b3 
&c7 31 <£>a4 «xb2 32 #xh6 ®xa2+ 


0-1 Van der Kooij-Frank, corr 1987) 
dxe5 27 f7+ Ae7 28 Wh6! 4>c7 29 
®xa6 Sd8 30 ®a7+ V 2 -V 2 Me§tro- 
vic-Bukic, Yugoslavia 1974. 

2) 21 £>c6+ <£>c7 22 ^h4 a5 23 
&bl was Poulsson-George, Ybbs 
1968. The continuation of this game 
was quite instructive: 23...h5 24 Wc4 
&b6 25 a3 bxa3 26 bxa3 Wg4 27 
Bd4 ®c8 28 <&a2 ®a6 29 Wc3 Sh6 
30 Sddl Sg6 31 Bbl+ &c7 32 £>d4 
Sb8 33 Sxb8 *xb8 34 Se8+ &b7 
35 #b2+ 1-0. Black must take care 
in defending such positions as the 
c6-knight and f6-pawn constrict his 
position and if White does manage to 
penetrate with his queen the results 
can be devastating. In this game 

23...Sg8 was better. If White ignores 
the pawn then Black gains a tempo to 
activate his rook (at g4, for example), 
while after 24 Wxh7 Bg6 25 ®h4 
Wg4 Black has likewise brought his 
pieces into play. 

19 ... &d8 

20 £>c6+ &c8 

21 Wxh3+ &b7 

The most logical move. 21...Wd7 
has also been played, but it has the 
defect that if Black plays ...&c7 (as 
he usually does), then Black is a 
tempo down over the note to White’s 
19th move. However, Black’s posi¬ 
tion may still be fine despite the loss 
of a tempo, for example: 

1 ) 22 Se8+ &C7! is the key point, 
relying on a ...ih6+ trick to regain 
the rook. 

2) 22 WhS £>c7 (22...a5 23 Se3 
&b7 24 Sdel &b6 25 <&bl h6? {a 
waste of time} 26 a3 bxa3 27 Bxa3 
a4 28 b4 £>b7 29 #e2 ± Frumkin- 
Heap, corr USA 1987) 23 £>xb4?! 
(another waste of time) Sg8 24 £>c6 
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Eg 6 25 #f3 #g4 -+ Aasum-Settis, 
conr 1974. 

3) 22 #h4 a5 23 Se 2 (23 *bl h5 

24 #c4 #b7 25 Se 8 + <4>c7 26 Sxa 8 
#xa 8 27 Sel <&b 6 +) <ic7 24 Sdel 
<±>b 6 25 &bl Sg 8 26 h3 2g6 27 #c4 
#08 28 a4 #a 6 29 #d4 Sg3 30 #f4 
Sgl + Voizec-Selinski, corr 1971. 

After 21...^ > b7 White is scraping 
around for compensation: 

1) 22 £\xb4 #d7 23 #h4 (23 
#h5 2g8 24 £lc6 a5 {or 24..,2g6 25 
*bl 2e8 26 #h4 2g4 27 Wf2 2ge4 

28 2xe4 2xe4 + Zhuravlev-Petke- 
vich, corr 1967} 25 #xh7 2g6 26 
*bl 2h6 27 #g8 2xf6 28 #g2 <&b6 

29 2d4 Wf5 30 b4 axb4 31 2xb4+ 
*c7 0-1 Ciocaltea-Fischer, Netanya 
1968) 2g8 24 h3 (24 £lc6 #g4 25 
#xh7 #g6 26 #h3 #h6+ 27 #xh6 
.&xh6+ 28 ^bl Averby-Kletsel, con- 
1975, 28...&b6 +) 2g6 25 £lc6 a5 26 
*bl 2h6 27 #c4 2xf6 28 2e3 2g6 
29 #b5+ &c7 30 2a3 #c8 31 2xa5 
#b7 « Zhuravlev-Saklauskis, corr 
1971. 

2) 22 2e2 h5 (22...Wd7 23 #h4 
a5 24 Sdel Wf5 25 #c4! #xf6 26 
#b5+ '4'c7 27 4ixb4! ± Zhuravlev- 
Prieditis, corr; 22.. .Sg8 is a sensible 
alternative) 23 Sdel ^b6 24 #h4 a5 

25 *bl (25 Wc4 Sg8 +) Sg8 26 a3 
Sg4 27 #xh5 #d7 28 Se3 Sf4 29 
We2 #f5 + Boersma-Maeder, Neth¬ 
erlands 1968. 

3) 22 Se3 h5 23 sfebl #d7? 
(23...Sh6 is a more consistent fol¬ 
low-up to ...h5; 23...#c8 24 #fl 
<S)d7? 25 #c4 a5 26 Sdel £>xf6 27 
Sf3 Sh6 28 a3 Sg6 29 Sb3 Sg4 30 
£>xa5+ < 4>a7 31 #b5 1-0 Boer-Hein- 
rich, corr 1972) 24 #fl Sg8 25 
Sdel *b6 26 a3 a5 (26...bxa3 27 b4 
«) 27 axb4 axb4 28 h3 b3 29 cxb3 


Sg5 30 b4 Sxd5 31 Qte7 i.xe7 32 
bxc5+ Sxc5 33 Bb3+ 1-0 Dobsa- 
Zhuravlev, corr 1970. 

4) 22 Sd4 a5 23 <&xb4 #d7! 
(23...axb4? 24 Sxb4+ &a6 25 Se3 
+- Malitz-Meyer, corr 1978) 24 #c3 
axb4 25 Sxb4+ &c7 26 Sbe4 Sg8 
27 Se7 i.xe7 28 Sxe7 Bgl+ 29 &d2 
l 4?b6! is winning for Black, Kopy- 
lov-Danov, corr 1966. 


B2224) 

16 #h5 (D) 



16 ... £d7 

Or: 

1) 16...b4 17 5M5 (17 £>ce2 i.b7 
18 S)g3 e5 19 £>df5 Sc8 20 Bd2 
ftxe4 21 S)g7+ &d8 22 #xe5 #xc2+ 
T El Taher-Yang Xian, Dubai OL 
1986) and now: 

la) 17...#b7 (risky) 18 Sel (18 
i.c4 ±d7 19 Shel 0-0-0 20 £>e7+ 
&b8 21 4bl ±e8 22 £)b3 £)xb3 23 
axb3 with a slight plus for White, 
Lobron-Schriifer, Bundesliga 1985) 
±d7 (18...exd5 19 exd5+ £>d8 20 
ig2!, threatening 21 G3e6+, gives 
White a dangerous attack) 19 Jkh3 
0-0-0 (19...exd5 20 exd5+ &d8 21 
#xf7 £h6+ 22 *bl i.xh3 23 £ic6+ 
&c8 24 #h5 is also dangerous) 20 
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£te7+ tf?b8 (a typical position; 
White has lurched in, but despite ap¬ 
pearances Black has some counter¬ 
chances) 21 e5! (21 £ib3?! Wb5\ 22 
»f3 {22 e5; 22 Wh4) £>xb3+ 23 
Wxb3 Ah6+ 24 *bl Af4 ¥ Peters- 
Shirazi, USA 1983; 21 *bl!? Ae8 22 
e5 d5 23 Wh4 4?a8 24 Ag2 Axe7? 
25 fxe7 Bd7 26 Wg5 1-0 Martino- 
vi6-Buljovcic, Vukovar 1966) Ae8?! 
(Black must try something else, but 
White should be better in any case) 
22 exd6 #b6 23 We5 Ad7 (23...2xd6 
24 £>ef5!) 24 Ag2 +- da Costa-de 
Almeida, corr 1985. 

lb) 17...®a5 18 *bl (18 Ac4 
Ab7 19 £>f4 0-0-0 20 Wxf7 e5 21 
4ife6 oo; 18 Ac6! Wxa2 19 £>c7+ 
&d7 20 £>xb4 *al+ 21 &d2 Wa5 22 
®xf7+ &d8 23 £>xa8 #xb4+ 24 
*cl ®b8 25 Bgl ®xa8 26 2g8 
2xg8 27 l^xgS &e8 28 Ae2 +-) 
Ad7 19 Ah3 0-0-0 20 £>e7+ &b7 21 
e5 d5 22 Wxf7 Ae8 23 £>ec6+ +- 
McCambridge-Sigurjonsson, Lone 
Pine 1981. 

lc) 17...exd5 18 exd5 and now: 

lcl) 18.J&d7 19 £>c6 <&e4 20 

2el Wf5 21 #xf5 Axf5 22 Ad3 ± 
Thielen-Lorenz, corr 1982. 

Ic2) 18...£)d7!? (this may repre¬ 
sent Black’s best chance) 19 Ah3 
(19 £>e6 Wa5 20 £>g5 £ie5 21 xf7 
Ag4! ¥) &xf6? (19...£)e5 20 £>e6 
Wa5 oo) 20 Wg5 Ae7 (20...£xh3 21 
Wxf6 2g8 22 2hel+ transposes) 21 
2hel Axh3 22 Wxf6 2g8 23 Wh4! 
Wd7 24 ^c6 Ae6 25 #xh7 ± Posel- 
nikov-Kondakov, corr 1973. 

Ic3) 18...£d7 19 2el+ (this is 
probably stronger than 19 Ah3, for 
which see the note to White’s 18th 
move in the main line) &d8 20 &bl 
(20 Wxf7?! Ah6+ 21 *bl Ae8 22 


Wxc7+ {22 £le6+ ^xe6 23 Wxe6 
Af7 24 #h3 Af4 25 Ad3 Ae5 -+ 
Vijendran-Zouaoui, Thessaloniki OL 
1984} &xc7 23 £ie6+ &b6 24 Ah3 
Ag6 + Hartmann-Vokler, corr 1984) 
and now: 

lc31) 20...Wc8 21 Wxf7 <£>c7 (this 
tends to lead to positions similar to 
line B2223, but with Black having 
lost his f-pawn) 22 Ah3 (22 Wh5 
&b6 23 Sgl a5 24 ^e6 We8 25 f7 
We7 26 Ah3 Axe6 27 dxe6 ± Gro- 
zescu-Cojocaru, corr 1991) <2?b6 23 
Axd7 *fxd7 24 Wh5 Sa7 (24...Sg8 
25 f7 Sg6 26 Shf 1 Ah6 27 Wh4 Bf8 
28 £>e6! Sxf7 29 ®xb4+ &a7 30 
£ixc5 dxc5 31 Wxc5+ ± Luus-Pup- 
pendahl, Germany 1989) 25 £>c6 
Sb7, Hobusch-Klein, corr 1985, 26 
Shf 1 ± 

lc32) 20...&c8 21 Wxf7 <&bl (or 
21..JU4 22 Ah3+ &b7 23 Wth5 
£d7 24 b3 ±) 22 £>e6 £>xe6?! 23 
dxe6 Ac6 24 Wxc7+ &xc7 25 Sgl 
Ah6 26 e7 ± Krnic-Vujovic, Yugo¬ 
slavia 1971. 

Ic33) 20...£a4 21 Ah3 Wb7.22 
Shgl #a7 23 Bg7! Axg7 24 fxg7 
Bg8 25 b3! Ad7 26 #xf7 &c7 27 
Axd7 £}xd7 28 Be7! +— Bucciar- 
dini-Naundorf, corr 1993. 

2) 16...5g8 (the idea is to aban¬ 
don the relatively useless h-pawn to 
seize the open file and attack the cru¬ 
cial f6-pawn as quickly as possible) 
and now: 

2a) 17 Ah3 Bg6 transposes to 
line B2223, note to Black’s 16th 
move, line 3. 

2b) 17 «xh7 Sg6 18 a3 (18 Wh8 
Sh6 is a draw; 18 #h4 Ad7 19 a3 
0-0-0 20 &bl Ah6 21 £tf3 Ae3 22 
Bel V 2 -V 2 Schneider-Krabbd, corr 
1975) ±bl 19 #h4 0-0-0 20 Ad3 
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JLh6+ 21 4>bl Ag5 22 Wh3 £.xf6 23 
£id5 £xd5 24 exd5 Sh8 25 We3 
Bgh6 26 dxe6 Axd4 27 ®xd4 fxe6 = 
Heijnens-Goedkoop, corr 1985. 

2c) 17 i.d3 h6 18 a3 Sg6 19 
Wh4 &xd3+ 20 Sxd3 i.b7 21 Shdl 
is slightly better for Black, Winckel- 
mann-Ihlenfeld, corr 1987. 

2d) 17 e5 and now: 

2dl) 17,..d5 18 Wxh7 Sg6 19 
Wh5±. 

2d2) 17...b4 18 ®xh7 Sg6 (not 

18.. .bxc3 19 WxgS cxb2+ 20 *bl 
dxe5 21 £.b5+! +-) 19 i.b5+! (19 
exd6? #xd6! 20 £)ce2 i.b7 T) axb5 
20 £)dxb5 #b8 (20...1 f a5 21 £)xd6+ 
Axd6 22 Sxd6 £id7 23 Shdl +-) 21 
£lxd6+ #xd6 22 Sxd6 bxc3 23 
Shdl +- Hector-Marinelli, Haifa 
Echt 1989. Looks convincing, but 
actually I don’t see how White wins 
after 20...!t6 21 #h8 Bh6. If this is 
correct, then 17 e5 may not be as 
strong as is generally supposed. 

2d3) 17...dxe5 18 i.xb5+! (18 
<53cxb5 axb5 19 ilxb5+ £kl7 20 £)xe6 
is unclear after both 20... 1 fi r b8!? and 

20.. .®b6 21 £>xf8 ®xb5 22 <2)xd7 
A.xd7) axb5 19 <$)cxb5! Wb6 20 
Wxe5 £la6 21 £>f5 Ab7 22 Shf 1! 
+- Tsaturian-Bangiev, USSR 1988. 

2d4) 17...£d7 18 #xh7 Sg6!? 
(not 18...dxe5?! 19 £)dxb5 axb5 20 
Wxg8 +-; 18...0-0-0 19 *bl dxe5 
20 4}dxb5 +-) 19 exd6 (19 Axb5 
Sh6 =) mil (19...#xd6 20 Wh4 
We5?] {20...i.h6+ 21 £>bl Wf4 22 
#xf4 ±xf4 23 b4 ±; 20...#c7!? 21 
'i’bl ±} 21 Bel! ± Pared Estrada- 
Virginia Estrada, Cuba 1989) and no 
convincing line is visible for White, 
for example 20 #h5 Wxhl 21 #xc5 
Bgl!. 

17 £.h3 (D) 


17 i’bl (17 a3 transposes to line 
B2221 above, while 17 Bel 0-0-0! is 
fine for Black) b4 18 &ce2 0-0-0 
(18...£ixe4?! 19£.g2£>xf6 20#g5 
£)d5 21 £.xd5 exd5 22 £>f4 ±; 

18.. .Bg8 19 &g3 Sg6 20 Wxhl Bh6 
21 ®g8 Bg6 22 WhS Bh6 =) 19 
#xf7 e5 20 £)b3 &xe4 21 Bgl, Gel- 
merov-Khokhlov, corr 1989, and now 

21.. .±e8 22 »d5 Ac6 23 #c4 £b7 
24 ®xb4 d5 or 21...i.b5 22 lixc7+ 
'ixd 23 f7 £)f6 is roughly equal. 



17 ... b4 

17...0-0-0? 18 Wxf7 iLh6+ 19 &bl 
Bdf8 (19...b4 20 £sxe6! £)xe6 21 
<2)d5) 20 Wh5 Bxf6 21 e5! dxe5 22 
£)xe6 Jkxe6 23 £>d5 Wf7 24 Wxe5 
and wins, Parma-Bogdanovic, Titovo 
Uzice 1966. 

18 £>ce2 

18 £>d5 exd5 19 exd5 0-0-0 (alter¬ 
natively 19...^.xh3 20 Bhel+ &d8 
21 £k6+ &c8 22 Wxh3+ transposes 
to B2223) 20 £)c6 Be8 21 Bhel 
&b7 22 Axdl (22 #xf7?! Bxel 23 
Bxel ±h6+ 24 &bl i.xh3 -+; 22 
£le7 £.xh3 23 Wxh3 iUe7 24 fxe7 
Bxe7! -+; 22 Bxe8 i.xe8 23 Sd4 a5 
24 »g5 h5 25 Wg3 £.xc6 26 dxc6+ 
&a7 0-1 Dziuba-Franczak, corr 1974) 
Bxel (22...tbcd7? 23 Wh4 <4>c7 24 



56 Main Line with 10 g4 


Wxb4 Ah6+ 25 *bl Sxel 26 Hxel 
Se8? 27 Se7 1-0 Zhuravlev-Gut- 
man, corr) 23 Sxel £sxd7 24 Wxf7 
£)e5 and White can hope for a draw 
at best. 

18 ... 0-0-0 (D) 

Or: 

1) 18...®a5 19 *bl b3 20 cxb3 
£>xb3 21 e5 (21 ®xa5 £ixa5 22 
Shgl £)c4 23 £)f3 Sb8 24 b3 h5 25 
*al £)e3 26 Sd2 d5?! 27 £le5 Ab5 
28 exd5 £sxd5 29 Axe6 fxe6 30 f7+ 
&d8 31 Sg8 +- Da Costa-Al.Ro- 
driguez, corr 1986) £)xd4 22 4)xd4 
«xe5?! 23 #f3 Sc8 24 Shel Wc5 
25 Scl 1^6 26 Sxc8+ Axc8 27 
5)xe6! Axe6 28 Wd5 4>d8 29 iLxe6 
fxe6 30 #xe6 Wb5 31 f7 Wd3+ 32 
&al +- Napoli Costa-Pantaleoni, 
corr 1986. 

2) 18...^.a4 is a suggestion of 
Liangov, who gives the further ana¬ 
lysis 19 ibl (19 b3 Ab5, while most 
other white moves are answered by 
...0-0-0) 0-0-0 20 S)g3 &b8 21 Jig2 
Sc8 22 Scl Sg8 =. 



19 Wxf7 

Or 19 £>g3 4>b8 (19...a5 20 *bl 
Aa4 21 £)b3 JLc6 22 Sd4 Wa7 23 
Shdl £lxb3 24 cxb3 Sd7 25 Sc4 
Bc7 26 Sdcl ®b6 27 £se2 &d8 28 


£sf4 ± Mierzynski-Jaloszynski, con- 
1992) and now: 

1) 20 &bl Ac8 21 &b3 (21 Ag2 
Ab7 22 Shf 1 Sc8 23 Sf2 h6 24 We2 
Bg8 25 Wfd2 Wb6 26 £>b3 $3d7 ? 
S.Horvath-Schuetze, corr 1987) Bd7 
22 Sd4 Wb6 23 Shdl £»b3 24 cxb3 
h6 25 £>f 1 Sg8 26 £se3 Sg5 27 We2 
a5 28 ®d2 Ab7 29 Ag4 #d8 7 
Frontanin-Meler Molet, corr 1986. 

2) 20 #xf7 Ah6+ 21 *bl Sdf8 

22 Wh5 (22 We7 Se8 is a draw) 
Sxf6 (the position is similar to the 
main line, except that the moves 
£>g3 and ...'ir’bH have been added) 23 
Shfl Sxfl 24 Axfl Ag7 25 Wf7 
Ae5 = Karmov-Bangiev, corr 1993. 

19 ... Ah6+ 

20 &bl Sdf8 

21 Wh5 

21 Wc7 Se8 22 Wf7 Sef8 is a 
draw. The risky winning attempt 
22...£lxe4 was successful in Peyron- 
net-Poulenard, Uzes 1989, but only 
because White missed the refutation 

23 <S3xe6 Wc4 24 £>2d4 Sef8 25 
We7 Se8 26 Afl! Wxe6 27 £ixe6 
Sxe7 28 Axa6+ ^bS 29 fxe7 Axe6 
30 Shel +-. 

21 ... Bxf6 

22 ShH Bhf8 

23 Sxf6 Sxf6 

and now: 

1) 24 £sg3 &b8 (24...Af4 25 
#xh7 {25 #f3 Ae5 26 Wh5 h6 7} 
Sh6 26 #f7 e5 27 #e8+ *b7 28 
Axd7 exd4 29 Ac6+ Wxc6 30«Tf7+ 
<£sd7 31 Wxf4 ± Hobusch-Pielert, 
corr 1985) 25 #e2 Aa4 26 b3 Ad7 
27 Wc4 #a5 28 We2 Sg6 29 Wf3 
Ag7 7 Sardella-Ruggieri, corr 1990. 

2) 24 Wh4 Bg6 and now: 

2a) 25 £>f3 a5 (this move is met 
by a strong reply, so Black needs an 
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improvement here, e.g. 25..JLc6) 26 
£tf4! (26 &g3 WdS 27 «h5 Af4 28 
£)e2 Wf8! ^ Browne-Mecking, San 
Antonio 1972) £xf4 27 Wxf4 £c6 
28 e5 i.xf3 (28...dxe5 29 £>xe5 Sg8 
30 We3 ±) 29 Wxf3 &b7, Carmona- 
Montejo, corr, 30 exd6 4)xd6 31 
®d5! +-. 

2b) 25 £>b3 ms (25...Ag5 26 
Wxh7 2h6 27 Wg7, Tringov-Browne, 
Sarajevo 1970, 27...Sxh3 28 Wxg5 
£>xe4 =) 26 4? xd8+ &xd8 27 2xd6 
£>xe4 28 2d4 £rf2 29 £>c5 £>xh3 30 
2xd7+ &e8 31 2xh7 ± Femandez- 
Marti Cruz, corr 1989. 


B2225) 

16 2gl (D) 



This very logical move, originally 
introduced by Perenyi, may be re¬ 
garded as the main line. It prevents 
...2g8, which was such a common 
theme in the analysis of 16 Wh5. It 
also introduces many tactical pos¬ 
sibilities based on the move 2g7. Al¬ 
though White initially scored very 
well with 2gl, the current situation 
is confused. 

16 ... £d7 

This is the most popular move, 
but there are various alternatives, of 


which one may single out 16...h5 as 
being worthy of close attention: 

1) 16...2b8 17 #h5 ttb7 18 2g7 
e5 19 £>f5 Axf5 20 exf5 2d8 21 
Jig2 Wa7 22 Jic6+ 1-0 Perenyi-Ef- 
fertz, Porz 1985. 

2) 16..JLb7 17 £h3 0-0-0 (or 
17...b4 18 £>d5 exd5 19 exd5 SM7 

20 £>c6 *hc5 21 2gel h5 22 *bl a5 
23 #g3 h4 24 Wf4 i.xc6 25 dxc6 
2h6 26 2xd6 +- Willberg-Antonen, 
corr) 18 £>d5 #a5 (18...«Tb8 19 b4 
£)a4 20 Wh5 1-0 Denaro-Materne, 
corr 1987) 19 <&bl &b8 20 b4 Wa4 

21 bxc5 dxc5 (21...exd5 22 c6 dxe4 
23 »c3 +-) 22 Axe6 cxd4 23 Axf7 
± Herschel-Peli, corr 1991. 

3) 16...b4 17 £)d5 and now: 

3a) 17...#b7 18 2g7 exd5 19 
exd5 JiLxgl (19...id7 20 £>c6 $Lx c6 
21 dxc6 «c7 22 »e3+ Ae7 23 £.h3 
&fS 24 #h6 1-0 Perenyi-Haragos, 
Kecskemet 1985) 20 We3+ (20 fxg7 
Sg8 21 £>c6 Ae6 (21...f5!? *} 22 
dxe6 fxe6 23 2xd6 Sxg7 24 Wf6, 
Jozwiak-Burchardt Hofman, War¬ 
saw 1988, 24...2gl =) <4>d8 21 fxg7 
2g8 22 *T4 mi 23 £h3 Wxh3, 
Miiller-Ott, German Cup 1991, 24 
Wxf7! +-. 

3b) 17...®a5 18 *bl! Jidl 19 
3ic4 2b8 20 £rf4 £>a4, Cumming- 
Bix, corr 1990, 21 £>b3! ±. 

3c) 17...exd5 18 exd5 (D) and 
now: 

3cl) 18...£>d7 19 £)c6! £ie5 
(19...£h6+ {19..JLb7 20 ith3 trans¬ 
poses to line 2 above} 20 S&bl £)e5 
21 <£xe5 dxe5 22d6 Wa7 }22... 1 tb8 
23 d7+ ±xd7 24 Sxd7 &xd7 25 
tti5+ #d6 26 #b7+ +-; 22...Ab7 
23 dxc7 £xf3 24 ±xa6 +-} 23 Ag2 
Sb8 24 #h5 £f4 25 i.c6+ ±d7 26 
±d5 $Lb5 27 i.e6! &d8! 28 2g7 h6 
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29 Wg4! i.g5 30 h4 Wf2 31 hxg5 
Ae2 32 Wgl +- Napoli Costa-Mon- 
tagnino, corr 1991) 20 £\xe5 dxe5 21 
d6 Wa7 22 £c4 (22 Wd5 Ah6+ 23 
&bl i.f4 24 Ac4 i.e6 25 d7+ &d8 
26 #d6 +- Georges-Giertz, Swit¬ 
zerland 1988) Sb8 23 Sgel Wc5 24 
Axf7+ ^xn 25 «h5+ &e6 26 
Sfg4+ *f7 27 Wh5+ &e6 28 Wg4+ 
*f7 29 d7 Ah6+ 30 &bl &xf6 31 
Sfl+ Af4 32 2xf4+ exf4 33 #xf4+ 
&e7 34 #xb8 +- Billeter-Thibault, 
corr 1991. 

3c2) 18...^.d7 and now: 

3c21) 19 Sel+ &d8 20 fig7 (20 
±h3 iLxh3 21 £ic6+ Wxc6!? {the 
line 21...&C8 22 Wxh3+ transposes 
to B2223, except that White’s rook 
stands on gl and not dl - this differ¬ 
ence probably favours White since 
the rook wasn’t very effective on d 1} 
22 dxc6 ife6 23 *bl <&c7 24 Sg3 a5 
25 2egl h5 26 h3 i.h6 27 Sg7 « 
Kurzynsky-Jugelt, corr 1991) Wa5 
(or 20...&c8 21 2xf7 *b7 22 £>e6 
Wc8 23 £sxc5+ dxc5 24 &h3 +- 
P.Schlosser-MuIl, Dortmund 1987) 
21 £k6+ Axc6 22 dxc6 b3 23 c7+ 
&xc7 24 Sxf7+ , 4'b6 -+ Jerie-Ka- 
pischka, 2nd Bundesliga 1992. 

3c22) 19 Sg7 0-0-0 (19...i.xg7 
20 fxg7 Sg8 21 Sel+ &d8 22 Wxf7 


+-; 19...VaS 20 We 3+ *d8 21 2xf7 
Wxa2 22 £se6+ {22 Ah3 Wal+ 23 
&d2 Wxb2 24 £>e6+ *c8 25 £lxc5 
Wc3+ 26 Wxc3 bxc3+ 27 *el Axh3 
28 2*6 Axe6 29 dxe6 2b8 30 2d3 
2b5 31 2xc3+ <&>b8 32 e7 2e5+ 33 
, 4 > dl Axel 34 fxe7 2e8 35 2xh7 
28xe7 V 2 -V 2 Doghri-G.Hernandez, 
Dubai OL 1986} £ixe6 23 dxe6 Wxe6 

24 Wb6+ *e8 25 2xd7! Wxd7 26 
Ag2i i.h6+ 27 *bl 2c8 28 2xd6 
Wc7 {28...Wf5 29 2e6+ *f8 30 
Wd6+ *g8 31 2e2 +-} 29 Ac6+ 
*f8 30 Wxb4 +-) 20 2xf7 (this po¬ 
sition often arises via the move-or¬ 
der 16..JLd7 17 2g7 b4 18 £id5 
exd5 19 exd5 0-0-0 20 2xf7, but the 
analysis given in the note to Black’s 
17th suggests that this move-order is 
a mistake, since 16..Jk.d7 17 2g7 b4 
may be met by 18 e5!; 20 £le6? fxe6 
21 dxe6 Axgl 22 fxg7 2hg8 23 
Wa8+ Wb8 24 exd7+ &c7 is win¬ 
ning for Black, Djuric-Tadi6, Yugo¬ 
slavia Cht 1993) Ah6+ 21 <4?bl 2df8 
(21...1de8? 22 £>e6 Wb6 23 £ixc5 
Wxc5 24 J&.h3 +-) and now: 

3c221) 222xd7£)xd7 23±xa6+ 
&b8 24 Wb3 Wb6! +. 

3c222) 22 2xf8 2xf8 23 <&e6 
£lxe6 24 dxe6 (24 i.xa6+ &b8 25 
dxe6 Axe6 26 2xd6 2e8! <*>) Axe6 

25 Jth3! (the latest twist, which ap¬ 
pears to tip the balance clearly in 
White’s favour) Wd7 (25...#c4?! 26 
b3 Wc5 27 i.xe6+ &c7 28 i.d5! +- 
Shmuter-Kaspi, Tel-Aviv 1996) 26 
Wa8+ 4>c7 27 Wa7+ *c8 (27...<£>c6 
28 Wxa6+ 4>c5 29 a3 +-) 28 Wxa6+ 
4>c7 29 Wa5+ &c8 (29...*c6 30 
Sd4! Sxf6 31 2c4+! i.xc4 32 Wa4+ 
+-) 30 2d4! i.xh3 (30...2xf6 31 
2c4+! i.xc4 32 #a8+ <4>c7 33 Wa7+ 
+-) 31 2c4+ &b7 32 2xb4+ 4-c8 33 
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#a 6 +! &d 8 34 Sb 8 + #08 35 #xd6+ 
Ad7 36 #b6+! &e8 37 #c5 <S?f7 38 
Sxc8 Axc8 39 #h5+ with a decisive 
advantage for White. 

3c223) 22 Se7 and now: 

3c2231) 22...#d8? (this loses by 
force) 23 Hxd7 <S?xd7 (23...#xd7 24 
Ah3 +-; 23...‘S)xd7 24 Axa6+ +-) 
24 #f5+ &c7 (24...&e8 25 Ab5+! 
axb5 26 Hel+ *f7 27 fh5+ *xf6 
28 #xh6+ &f7 29 #h5+ <S?f6 30 
#f5+ mating) 25 4ie6+ 4ixe6 26 
dxe6 and Black is without a defence 
against the advanced pawns and 
threats to his king, e.g. 26...#xf6 27 
#35+ &b8 28 #b6+ +-, 26...2xf6 

27 #a5+ &b8 28 #xb4+ &a7 29 
#d4+! *b8 30 Ag2! 2f4 31 #d5 
Bb4 32 #a8+ *c7 33 #c6+ &b8 34 
2xd6 +-, 26...'4’b6 27 #f2+ *b7 

28 Ag2+ &b8 29 e7, 26...&b8 27 
#e4! #b6 (27...2xf6 28 Ag2 #b6 

29 #a8+ *c7 30 #xh8 +- J.Schulz- 
Strube, Germany 1988) 28 e7 29 
exf8#+ 2xf8 30 Ag2 +-, 26...#b8 

27 e7 +-, 26...Jke3 27 #d5! Ac5 28 
e7 #a8 29 exf8# 2xf8 30 Wf5 +- 
*b6 31 Ac4 #d8 32 2f 1 h5 33 Ad5 
#e8 34 Ae6 a5 35 h3 a4 36 2f3 
#b5 37 #e4 #e8 38 #f5 is winning 
for White, Chinchilla-G.Hernandez, 
Managua 1987. 

3c2232) 22...itg5 23 2xd7 £)xd7 
24 4)e6 with a final branch: 

3c22321) 24...#a7 25 4ixg5 2xf6 
26 #g4 2g8 (26...*b8 27 <2)e6 2c8 

28 Ah3 2g6 29 #xb4+ #b6 30 
#xb6+ £»xb6 31 £>f4 +- Hector- 
Zinic, Belfort 1988) 27 Ad3 (27 
#c4+ &b8 28 £)e4 ■*>) h5 28 #xh5 
$3c5 29 Ae2 Bf2 30 Sel #g7 31 h4 
&b8 32 #g4 &a8 33 #g3 Egf8 34 
#e3 #e5 35 #xe5 dxe5 = Barten- 
Neumann, corr 1990. 


3c22322) 24...#b7 25 4ixg5 Bxf6 
26 #d3 4>b8 (26...Hg8 27 h4 £>c5 
28 #d4 Sfg6 29 ±h3+ &b8 30 Af5 
B6g7 31 Sie6 £ia4 32 *cl Bg3 33 
#f4 #b6 34 £>d4 Sgl - Berta-Zab- 
ala, corr) 27 #xa6 #xa6 28 Axa6 
4)c5 29 Ac4 Ef2 and Black is at 
least equal, Schmidt-Scuderi, corr 
1987. 

If the analysis in 3c222 holds up, 
then Black is in trouble after 16...b4. 

4) 16...h5 (D) and now: 



4a) 17 Eg7 and now: 

4al) 17...£)d7!? 18 e5 (not 18 
£)xe6? fxe6 19 #h3 #c5 20 #xe6+ 
*d8 21 Sd5 (21 2f7 #e5!}, Kok- 
Stolzenbach, corr 1990,21...#f2! +) 
#b7 19 #e2 dxe5 20 £sxe6 fxe6 21 
Ag2 #b8 22 Axa8 #xa8 23 #d3 
#c6 24 #g6+ *d8 25 Bg8 2xg8 26 
#xg8 *c7 27 2xd7+ i.xd7 28 #xf8 
with a clear advantage for White in 
the game Gershon-Halkias, Cala 
Galdana 1996. 

4a2) 17...b4 18 £>d5 exd5 19 
exd5 Ag4 (19...£>d7 20 £>c6 £>e5 21 
£>xe5 dxe5 22 d6 £b7 23 Wb3 
£xd6 24 Sxd6 Wxd6 25 Wxf7+ &d8 
26 Wxb7 2b8 27 »f7 +- G.Mohr- 
Orel, Slovenian Ch 1993) with the 
possibilities: 
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4a21) 20 We3+ (unconvincing) 
&d8 21 -2)c6+ &c8 22 2d4 Axg7 
(after 22...a5! it is doubtful if White 
has enough for the piece) 23 fxg7 
2g8 24 h3 £e6 (24...i.d7 25 <S)e7+ 
<&b7 26 2xb4+ *a7 27 <S)xg8 2xg8 
28 2f4! 2xg7 29 b4 i.c8 30 bxc5 
Wxc5 31 Wxc5+ dxc5 32 2f6! ±) 25 
Wg5! f6! 26 Wxf6 Wxg7 27 £ie7+ 
&c7 28 ®x g 8 2xg8 29 Wxg7+ 2xg7 
30 dxe6 2gl ± Statek-Jaworski, con- 
1989. 

4a22) 20 2el+ s£>d8 and now: 

4a221) 21 Wf2 Wd7 22 h3 &xg7 
(22...Axh3 23 i.xh3 Wxh3 24 2xf7 
Ah6+ 25 &bl 2f8 26 £le6+ £ixe6 
27 Wb6+ mates; 22...4?c7 23 hxg4 
Axg7 24 fxg7 2he8 25 gxh5 +-) 23 
fxg7 2e8 24 Sxe8+ Wxe8 25 hxg4 
hxg4 26 $M5 *c7 27 Wh4 f6 28 
Wxg4 We 1+ 29 I'd 1 We5 - Schuett- 
Trisic, Bargteheide 1989. 

4a222) 21 We3 &c8 22 £)e6 
£>xe6 23 dxe6 &xe6 24 Wf3 Wb7 25 
Wxb7+ <&xb7 26 Sxc6 Axg7 27 
£.g2+ <&b6 28 Exd6+ &c7 29 Sc6+ 
<&d7 30 fxg7 2hg8 31 Hb6 2ab8 32 
fixa6 Sxg7 % McDonald-Coleman, 
British Ch 1991. 

4a223) 21 Wf4 (best) 4?c8 (or 

21.. .Wd7 22 h3 &c7 23 hxg4 £.xg7 

24 Se7 ±) 22 c6 (22 h3? Ad7; 22 
&bl Wd7 23 h3 &c7 24 hxg4 J.xg7 

25 fxg7 She8 26 2xe8 2xe8 27 Ae2 
hxg4 f Valses-Diaz Perez, Pinol 
del Rio 1988) Wd7 23 h3 Ae6 (or 

23.. .1.xh3 24 i.xh3 Wxh3 25 2xf7 
£)d7 26 £se7+ &c7 27 Wc4+ 1-0 
Spitz-Bailester Sanz, con 1989) 24 
dxe6 £ixe6 25 £se7+ *d8 26 Wf3! 
d5 27 2e5 +-. 

4a3) 17..JLd7 transposes to the 
main line, note to Black’s 17th move, 
line 2. 


4a4) 17...Wd8 and now: 

4a41) 18 b4! (this appears very 
dangerous for Black) <S)d7 (18...4)b7 

19 e5 £.xg7 20 fxg7 Wg5+ 21 <&bl 
Wxg7 22 Wc6+ *f8 23 exd6 f5 24 
4ixf5! ±) 19 e5 £lb6 (19...2b8 20 
£ixe6! £)xe5 21 £xd8 $kf3 22 &xf7 
±) 20 exd6! Axg7 21 fxg7 2g8 22 
S)e4 £id5 23 &c6 +-. 

4a42) 18 *bl i.b7 19 2g5 £id7 

20 £>xe6 (20 Bxh5 Sxh5 21 Wxh5 
Wxf6 22 Ag2 is unclear) fxe6 21 
Bxh5 i.h6 22 Wg3 Wxf6 23 Wxd6 
Sh7? (23...We7! +) 24 5)xb5 axb5 25 
Axb5 Bd8 26 Sfl! ± Wedemeyer- 
Maliangkay, con 1990. 

4a43) 18 £ic6 Wb6 19 GM.7 Ab7 
20 Wg3 £ixe4 (20...Sd8!? 21 Bxf7 
i.h6+ 22 &bl &xf7 23 Wg6+ *f8 
24 Wxh5 Sh7 25 Wg6 Sh8 26 Wh5 
draws by repetition) 21 £>xe4 ilxe4 
22 Ag2 (22 Wxd6 Wxd6 23 Bxd6 
Sh6! +) h4 23 Wg4 Axg2 24 Wxg2 
Bd8 25 Sxf7! (25 &bl? h3! 26 Wg5 
Wc5 27 Wg4 Axg7 28 fxg7 &xe7 
-+ Rennemo-De Ruiter, con 1991) 
Ah6+ 26 &bl &xf7 27 Wg6+ &f8 
28 Wh5 with a draw. 

4b) 17 a3 and now: 

4bl) 17...Sb8 18 Sg7 (18 e5 d5 
19 &h3 b4 20 axb4 Sxb4 21 £>xd5 
exd5 22 i.xc8 £ie4 23 £>b3 Wxc8 24 
Sxd5 2c4 25 Sgdl Sg8 26 &bl 1-0 
Wolff-McKenna, Philadelphia 1990) 
b4 19 axb4 Sxb4 20 We3 Wb6 21 
£sd5 exd5 22 exd5+ &d8 23 £ic6+ 
&c7 24 <£\xb4 Wxb4 25 Bd4 Wa5 26 
Sxf7+ Ad7 27 ibl 1-0 Keglevi6- 
Jokovic, con 1989. 

4b2) 17...±b7!? 18 Ah3 fodl 19 
i.xe6! 4)e5 20 Wf5 fxe6 21 4)xe6 
Wd7 22 Bg7! 5)f7 23 <S3d5! AxdS 24 
exd5 Axg7 25 fxg7 Bg8 26 Bel! +- 
Gueth-Schelp, con 1990. 
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4b3) 17*.JLd7 transposes to line 
B2221, note to White’s 17th move, 
line 3. 

17 2g7 (D) 

The most consistent move. After 
17 b4 £la4 18 £lxa4 bxa4 19 a3 (19 
*bl e5 20 £le2 a5 ?) a5 20 £ib5 
#b6 21 #d3 #xgl 22 £ixd6+ 
Axd6 23 #xd6 %5+ 24 *bl #xf6 
25 #xd7+ ^?f8 26 b5 the position is 
unclear, Billeter-Salles, corr 1991. 



17 ... i.xg7 

Alternatively: 

1) 17...b4 (this appears too risky) 
18 e5 (18 <5)d5 exd5 19 exd5 0-0-0 
20 Exf7 transposes to line 3c22 in 
the note to Black’s 16th) and now: 

la) 18...d5 19 £>xd5 exd5 20 
#xd5 0-0-0 21 Sxf7 ±. 

lb) 18...Sc8 19 #h5 &xg7 (or 
l9...Aa4 20 £\xa4 <S)xa4 21 Axa6 
+-; 19...bxc3 20 #xf7+ <&d8 21 
#e7+!! i.xe7 22 fxe7+ &e8 23 JLc 2 
cxb2+ 24 *bl h5 25 Sf 1! Aa4 26 
&xh5+ Sxh5 27 Sf8+ 4>d7 28 
e8H#) 20 fxg7 Sg8 21 #xh7 Sxg7 
(21...*e7 22 £>f5+ exf5 23 £ld5+ 
&e6 24 #h6+ mates) 22 #h8+! 
*e7 23 £>f5+ exf5 24 £id5+ &e6 25 
£ixc7+ Sxc7 26 #xg7 +-. 

lc) 18...Sa7 and now: 


lcl) 19 2xf7?! bxc3 (19...dxe5 

20 #h5 +-) 20 Wh5 &d8 (20...#b6 

21 2xf8+ &xf8 22 #h6+ <&e8 23 
f7+ *xf7 24 #f6+ *g8 25 i.b5 
±e8 26 4if5 £>b3+ 27 axb3 exf5 28 
Axe8 +-) 21 2xf8+ 2xf8 22 #xh7 
cxb2+ 23 sfebl, Remise-Sonnet, corr 
1988, and after 23...jk.c8! White 
seems to have insufficient compen¬ 
sation for the rook. 

Ic2) 19 #h5 is obviously the 
most dangerous move, for example 
19...bxc3 20 #xf7+ *d8 21 2g8 +- 
or 19..JLc6 20,&b5! axb5 21 4icxb5 
£xb5 22 £ixb5 #b6 23 £sxa7 #xa7 
24 exd6 H—. 

2) 17...h5 18 iLh3 (18 a3 trans¬ 
poses to line 3a in the note to White’s 
17th move in B2221; 18 e5 *b7! 
(other moves give White a danger¬ 
ous attack} 19 #xb7 £>xb7 20 Ag2 
d5 21 2g3 {21 £>xd5 exd5 22 Axd5 
i.xg7 23 fxg7 Sg8 24 &xb7 2a7 is 
at least equal for Black} ^3c5 22 
&bl b4 23 Q)ce2 0-0-0 with equality, 
Schwarz-Feher, corr 1989) b4 19 
£id5!? (19 e5 #b7 20 #xb7 £)xb7 

21 £le4 d5 22 <53g3 £k:5 23 Sgl a5 
24 £ige2 ± Olthof-Feher, corr 1987) 
exd5 (19...#b7 20 Sel exd5 21 
exd5+ &d8 22 2xf7 i.h6+ 23 *bl 
2f8 24 £xd7 +-) 20 exd5 *d8?! 
(20...Axh3!? «; 20...iLg4 21 £.xg4 
hxg4 22 #xg4 ±) 21 £)e6+! 4)xe6 
(21...fxe6 22 dxe6 i.c6 23 e7+ +-) 

22 dxe6 2c8 23 e7+ <4>e8 24 &xd7+ 
4 > xd7 25 Wf5+ and White wins, Ro- 
galewicz-Surowiak, corr 1994. 

18 fxg7 2g8 

19 e5 

Not 19 #16? #d8! 20 f?h6 b4 21 
£>f5 (21 ^3ce2 #e7 22 £lg3 0-0-0 23 
Ag2 f6 24 £sh5 i.e8 25 £>xf6 Sxg7 
-+) exf5 22 £sd5 <S)xe4 23 Sel £.e6 
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24 Exe4 fxe4 25 £tf6+ *e7 26 Wg5 
Sxg7 27 Wxg7 Wh8 -+. 

19 ... 0-0-0 

Other moves appear very bad for 

Black: 

1) 19...d5 20 Wf6! b4 (20...Wd8 

21 b4 £ib7 (21...£la4 22 £txa4 bxa4 
23 i.d3 +-; 21...£>e4 22 £>xe4 dxe4 
23 £.g2 +-) 22 jLd3 Wxf6 23 exf6 
0-0-0 24 £.xh7 Hge8 25 Sgl +- 
Jackowski-Wilk, corr 1993) 21£lf5! 
exf5 (21...i.a4 22 £id6+ <&d7 23 
£>xd5 +-) 22 £>xd5 Wd8 23 Wd6 
f6 24 i.c4 3ic6 25 £>c7+ £f7 26 
.&xe6+ 1-0 Lobron-Chandler, Bun- 
desliga 1986. 

2) 19...Sc8 20 exd6 Wd8 21 b4 
Wg5+ (21...£>a4 22 £ie4 Bxg7 23 
£>f6+ &f8 24 £d3 £ic3 25 Sfl 
£>xa2+ 26 &b2 £>xb4 27 Wb7 
£lxd3+ 28 cxd3 .&c8 29 “5lxe6+ fxe6 
30 £ktt+ &g8 31 Sf8#) 22 <4>bl 
£) a4 23 £)e4 Wxg7 24 £)f6+ &d8 25 
Bd3 Sc4 (25...Sf8 26 <5lxd7 <&xd7 
27 Wb7+ +-; 25...£)c3+ 26 2xc3 
Sxc3 27 Wxc3 Wxf6 28 £)c6+ +-) 
26 a3 Sh8 27 4)xd7 5xd4 28 £le5 

H—. 

3) 19...Wb7 20 %3!Ec8 (other 
moves are no better: 20,..dxe5? 21 
&g2 e4 22 b4 +-; 20...b4? 21 £g2 
d5 22 £>f5 exf5 23 £>xd5 Jic6 24 
£>f6+ *e7 25 £ixg8+ Sxg8 26 Wg5+ 
mating) 21 jLg2 Wb6 22 4)f5! exf5 
23 £id5 Wa5 24 £>f6+ <&e7 25 
£>xg8+ Sxg8 26 Wh4+ +-. 

4) 19...Wd8 20 b4! dxe5 (White 
wins after 20...£>a4 21 £le4 Sxg7 22 
£)f6+ <&e7 23 exd6+) 21 bxc5! exd4 

22 £)e4 Sxg7 23 £if6+ &e7 24 
<2)xd7! Wxd7 25 Wxa8 with a deci¬ 
sive advantage for White, Am.Ro- 
driguez-Rajna, Pancevo 1987. 

20 exd6 Wb6 


Or 20...Wb7 21 Wxf7 b4 22 £>ce2 

(D) and now: 



1) 22...J.C6 23 Wh5 &e4 (or 
23...£d5 24 i.g2 ±) 24 &xc6 Wxc6 
25 Wxh7 5lxd6, Kereszturi-Derlich, 
Budapest 1991, 26 <&d4! Wb6 27 
i.h3 +-. 

2) 22...We4 23 £ig3 ±, for exam¬ 
ple 23...We5 24 Wf3 or 23...’i r g4 24 
£)h5. 

3) 22...Wd5 and now: 

3a) 23 £>b3 <53xb3+ 24 axb3 
Wg5+ (24...Wf5 25 We 7 h6 26 £>g3 
Wg5+ 27 &bl Bxg7 28 i.xa6+ &b8 
29 Wxg5 hxg5 30 Bd4 ±) 25 *bl 
Exg7 26 Wf2 Ab5 (26...&b7 27 £lf4 
Sf8 28 We2! ±) 27 £>f4 (27 £.h3!? 
We5 28 £if4 Sxd6 29 Eel Wf6 30 
Wc5+ Sc6 31 Wxb4 Bb7, Miclot- 
Marcinkiewicz, corr 1987, 32 Bxe6 
Bxe6 33 £>xe6 &b8 34 We4 ±) Ef7 
(27...We5 28 Eel! Wxd6 29 £>xe6 
±) 28 Bd4 (28 £xb5 axb5 29 Wb6 
Wxf4 30 Wc6+ &b8 31 Wb6+ *c8 
32 Wc6+ V 2 -V 2 Perenyi-Browne, New 
York 1986) e5 (28...Sxd6 29 £xb5 
Sxd4 30 JLxa6+ £>b8 31 Wxd4 
Wxf4 32 Wb6+ &a8 33 &b5 Bb7 34 
±c6 Wf7 35 Wxb4 +-; 28...£xfl 
29 Wxfl ±) 29 -£.h3+ and we have 
reached a key position. The game 
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Estevez Morales-Perez Hernandez, 
corr 1987 concluded 29...<4’b8 30 
Ed5! Sxf4 31 Wb6+ &a8 32 2xe5! 
+- #xe5 33 Jig2+ Se4 34 Wxd8+ 
*b7 35 Wc7+ 4?a8 36 We7! 1-0, but 
there are a number of obscure points 
in this conclusion. First of all, it is 
quite unclear how White continues 
after 29...&b7 30 i.g2+ 4>b8!, for 
example 31 2d5 2dd7! or 31 2dl 
c4!. Even more convincingly, after 

29.. .*b8 30 2d5 Black could have 
played the obvious move 30...2g8!, 
threatening to swap queens with 
3 l...®gl+. Then White is in serious 
difficulties. 

3b) 23 'S'G! (in view of the evi¬ 
dent strength of this move, the dis¬ 
cussion about 23 £)b3 is somewhat 
irrelevant) ®xa2 (23...£ie4 24 We3 
£ixd6 25 £lxe6 +-; 23...%5+ 24 
*bl 2xg7 25 £lg3! ®d5 26 ttel 
2g5 {26...1^6 27 ®df5 +-} 27 
S)b3 Wc6 28 <5lxc5 2xc5 29 Wxb4 
±) 24 <53b3 <53x63+ 25 cxb3 and now 
Black is dead lost, for example 

25.. .Wa5 26 Wa7 iLc6 27 ®tf4 +- or 

25.. .Ac6 26 Wc5 *b8 27 #xb4+ 
£b7 28 £lc3 2c8 29 JLc4 +-. 

4) 22...&b5 23 Wh5 (this ap¬ 
pears strongest) Wb6 {23..Mai 24 
-S)xb5 axb5 25 ®e5 2xg7 26 <53d4! 
+-) 24 £>xb5 axb5 (24,..Wxb5 25 
<S3f4 Wb6 26 Mxh7 Ma7 27 d7+ <S3xd7 

28 ®d3! Ede8 29 £lxe6! 2xe6 30 
Mc4+ <S3c5 31 Ah3 +-) 25 Wfl (or 
25 '@ r xh7 Ma7 26 Wh5 2xg7 27 <53d4 
M b6, Tseitlin-Grunfeld, Tel Aviv 
1990, 28 £>xb5 2dg8 29 Wf3 Mb7 
30 Me3 +-) Wb7 26 d7+! £sxd7 27 
i.h3 We4 28 Jkxe6 (28 2xd7 2xd7 

29 Wxg8+ <£c7 30 Mc8+! &xc8 31 
g8W+ 4>c7 32 Wg3+ followed by 33 
Wf2 should also win) 2xg7 29 M\g7 


Wxe6 30 M g2 winning, Forsberg- 
Marcinkiewicz, corr 1988. 

Returning to the main line after 

20...'B r b6 (D): 



21 S)e4 

The main alternative is 21 '&xf7 
(21 £>f5? exf5 22 £>d5 Wxd6 23 
M c3 £.e6 -+; 21 b4 £>b7 ?) b4 22 
<S3ce2 and now: 

1) 22...£ib7!? 23 &h3 &xd6 24 
#f3 2xg7 25 <S3xe6 $Lxe6 26 JLxe6+ 
&b8 27 £>d4 2c7 28 £d5! 2dc8 29 
JLe6 2d8 30 iLd5 is a draw. 

2) 22...Wxd6 23 i.h3 e5 24 <S3f5 
#xdl+ 25 &xdl Axf5+ 26 *cl 
£xh3 27 Mc4 Sxg7 28 Wxc5+ Hc7 
29 Mxb4 $Lf5 30 <S3c3 ± Sevecek- 
Nilsson, corr 1990. 

3) 22...£)e4! (Black just scrapes 
a draw in this variation) 23 <S3xe6 
<2)xd6 24 Bxd6 Mx d6 25 £)xd8 
#h6+ 26 <53f4! Mxg7 27 Md5 ! Mg5 
28 <5)de6 Mx d5 29 5)xd5 Sgl 30 
6)b6+ *b7 31 <S3xd7 Bxfl+ 32 <4>d2 
&c6 33 <23b8+ &b7 34 £ld7 <&>c6 35 
<S3b8+ V 2 -V 2 Castellanos-Herrera, 
Cuba 1989. 

21 ... jLc6 

Or 21...<53xe4 22 Wxe4 and now: 

1) 22...Wb7 23 1 S , e5&b8 24.1e2 
Md5 (24...f6 25 #xf6 Wg2 26 MeS 
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Wxg7 27 Ke4 Wg5+ 28 *bl Wd5 
29 Wxh7 Wxd6 30 Af3 Wf4 31 We7 
Sge8 32 Wa3 +— K.Kristensen-Bra- 
ckzo, corr 1992) 25 Wxd5 exd5 26 
Sgl &b7 27 ±h5 i.e6 28 £ixe6 fxe6 
29 ±n &c6 30 ±xe6 1-0 Chom- 
icki-Jaloszynski, coir 1992. 

2) 22...2xg7 23 Wa8+ Wb8 24 
Wxa6+ Wb7 25 Wa5 Sgl 26 a4 Sxf 1 

27 Sxf 1 bxa4 28 Sf3 Sg8, Thielen- 
Siegl, corr 1990, 29 b3! +-. 

3) 22...&b8 23 Ag2 &a7 24 
We5! ±. 

4) 22...Wxd6 23 Wa8+ Wb8 24 
Wxa6+ Wb7 25 Wa5 Wc7 (25...Sxg7 
26 £)xb5 +-) 26 Wa8+ Wb8 27 Wf3! 
Wb7 (27..JLe8 28 Sd3 b4 29 Wf6 ±) 

28 Wxf7 Wd5 29 h4! Wxa2 30 £b3! 
Wa7 31 Axb5 +- Wolff-Browne, 
Philadelphia 1987. 

22 <£ixc6 Wxc6 

23 Wc3 

23 Wxf7 £>xe4 24 Wxe6+ 4?b8 
25 Ag2 and now Black has more 
than one satisfactory continuation: 

1) 25...We8 26 Wxe8 Sgxe8 27 
d7 Sg8 28 jfe.xe4 Sxg7 29 Af5 « 
Leyva-Herrera, Holguin 1988. 

2) 25...Sxg7 26 4xe4 Wc5 27 
i.f3?! Sgl 28 d7 &c7 29 Wxa6 
Sxd 1+ 30 Axd 1 Sxd7 31 Wa5+ &b8 
32 Wei Wg5+ 33 *bl Wd2 34 We5+ 
4^7 and Black wins, Varlamov- 
Kirillov, corr 1989. 

3) 25...Sde8 26 Wf7 Sc8 27 c3 
Scd8 28 Bd4 Wd7 29 Wd5 Wxg7 30 
jfe.xe4 Wg5+ 31 Wxg5 Sxg5 32 jLxh7 
Sh5 33 JLd3 Sxh2 = V 2 -V 2 Gouma- 
Hotting, corr 1988. 

23 ... Wxe4 

24 Wxc5+ 4b8 

25 Wc7+ 4a8 

There seems little doubt that this 

position favours White, although the 


extent of his advantage is not en¬ 
tirely clear: 

1) 26 Wxf7! (this may well be 
White’s best) Wb7 (26...We3+ 27 
4bl Wa7 28 d7 +-; 26...Wg4 27 
Wc7! Wf4+! 28 4bl Wf3! 29 Bel 
Sc8 30 Wa5! Wc6 31 d7 Scd8 32 
a4 Wd6 33 axb5 Sxd7 34 £.g2+ 4a7 
35 4x6 +-) 27 d7 Wb6 28 Ad3! 
We3+ 29 *bl We5 30 Wxg8! Sxg8 
31 jLxh7 Wh5 32 d8W+ Bxd8 33 
Sxd8+ 4a7 34 g8W 1-0 Hamarat- 
Peli, corr 1991. 

2) 26 d7 Wb7? (26...We3+ 27 
4bl Wf3) 27 Wg3 Sxd7 28 &g2 
Sd5 29 Sxd5 exd5 30 Wd6 4a7 31 
£.xd5 Wb6 32 We7+ 4b8 33 Wf8+ 
4c7 34 Wxf7+ 4d6 35 Wf6+ 1-0 
Pandavos-Kir.Georgiev, Khania 1991. 

3) 26 jLd3 with a final branch: 

3a) 26...We3+ 27 *bl f5 28 a4! 

Wa7 29 axb5 axb5 (29...Wxc7 30 
dxc7 Sc8 31 b6 4b7 32 Ac4 *xb6 
33 &xe6 +-) 30 Wc6+ Wb7 31 Wc5 
Wd5 32 Wa3+ 4b8 33 iLe2 Wb7 34 
Af3 Wa7 35 Wb4 Wb6 36 c4! Sxg7 
37 c5 1-0 Marcinkiewicz-Nimtz, 
corr 1988. 

3b) 26...Wf4+ 27 Sd2 f5 (or 
27...Sxd6 28 i.e4+ Wxe4 29 Wxd6) 
28 ±e2 We4 29 Wc3 b4 30 Wc7 
Wh 1 + 3 1 Sd 1 Wg2 32 £.xa6 Wg5+ 
33 *bl Wxg7 34 Wc6+ 4a7 35 Wa4 
+- Laskarzewski-Peczkowski, corr 
1994. 

The great diversity of material in 
this chapter makes a summary virtu¬ 
ally impossible. Perhaps the clear¬ 
est point is that after 16 Sgl (line 
B2225), the main line given above is 
very dubious for Black, so he has to 
choose one of the sidelines at move 
16 or 17. 



2 Main line: Other 10th Moves 


In this chapter we examine White’s 
less common 10th move options. 
Relatively the most important of 
these is 10 i.d3, but readers should 
note that many opponents will meet 
this by 10...h6, which we consider in 
chapter 10. Here we look at replies 
other than 10...h6. Of White’s alter¬ 
natives only 10 Wg3 is significant; it 
is played occasionally even though 
Black should have no problems 
meeting it. 

1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £lxd4 
£>f6 5£>c3 a6 6i.g5 e6 7f4i.e7 8 
WT3 VHcl 9 0-0-0 £>bd7 (D) 



A: 10i.d3 
B: 10 %3 
C: 10i.e2 

A few rare options: 

1) 10 f5 e5 Il£>de2(ll£>b3b5 
12 a3 i.b7 13 h4 2c8 14 i.d3 h5 15 
&bl £>b6 16 £>d2 £>g4 17 i.xe7 
Wxel 18 £tfl 2xc3! 19 bxc3 d5 + 


Ader-Fischer, Santiago 1959) b5 12 
£>g3 b4 13 i.xf6 £>xf6 14 £>d5 
£>xd5 15 exd5 0-0 16 £>e4 f6 17 h4 
i.d7 18 g4 a5 19 <&bl a4 20 i.d3 
2a5 21 g5 « Benko-Olafsson, Bled 
Ct 1959. 

2) 10 2d2 (an odd-looking move, 
the only purpose of which is to set a 
kind of trap) and now: 

2a) 10...b5 (falling into the ‘trap’) 
11 e5 i.b7 12 exf6 i.x f3 13 fxe7 (the 
point is that the dl-rook is no longer 
hanging) i.d5 (13...i.c6 14 i.xb5 
Ad5 15 i.a4 f6 16 f5 *xe7 17 fxe6 
i.xe6 18 £>xe6 < ixe6 19 i.b3+ with 
a dangerous attack, Schlenker-Zrin- 
scak, Heidelberg 1979) 14 i.xb5 f6 
15 £>xd5 exd5 16 £>e6 Wbl 17 
&xg7+ *f7 18 ®f5 Wc7 19 i.xd7 
#xd7 20 2xd5 gives White an attack 
which should be sufficient for a 
draw. 

2b) 10...h6 (after other moves, 
2d2 is a waste of time) 11 i.h4 g5 12 
fxg5 £>e5 13 Wf2 £fg4 14 tfe2 
hxg5 15 Ag3 Ad7 16 h3 £>f6 17 
fcf3 £>h5 18 i.h2 b5 19 #e3 b4 20 
£kll 2g8 T Jakovljevi6~Narandzi6, 
Serbia 1994. 

3) 10 2el (aiming for e5, but 
once again if Black crosses this plan 
White is left having wasted a tempo) 
h6 11 Ah4 g5 12 fxg5 £>e5 13 #dl 
£ih7 (13...£tfg4 14 h3 hxg5 15 i.g3 
£tf6 16i.e2i.d7 17 £>f3 0-0-0?! 18 
£>xg5 £>h5 19 i.h4? {19 £>xe6! ±} 

+ Semionova-Ioseliani, Sochi 
Ct (4) 1983) 14 i.d3 hxg5 15 i.g3 
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Ad7 16 Ehfl 0-0-0 17 £sf3 f6 18 
Qtxc5 dxe5 V 2 -V 2 Sandler-Seglinsh, 
USSR 1985. 

4) 10 Axf6 Axf6 (or 10...gxf6?! 
11 #115 <S)c5 12 f5 e5? 13 Ac4 +- 
Matousek-Majzlan, Pardubice 1992; 
10...<S)xf6 11 g4 b5 is chapter 1)11 
g4 <£ic5 (1 l...b5 transposes to chap¬ 
ter 1; 11 ...g5!?) 12 g5 Ae7 tends to 
lead to positions similar to chapter 1, 
for example 13 Sgl (13 h4 b5 14 a3 
Hb8 15 b4 <S)a4 16 <5)xa4 bxa4 17 f5 
exf5 18 <S)xf5 0-0 19 Eh3 Axf5 20 
exf5 Hfc8 21 2d 2 a5 22 f6 Af8 23 
b5 ® Unzicker-Donner, Hamburg 
Echt 1965) b5 14 a3 Sb8 15 f5 b4 16 
axb4 Exb4 17 Ah3 #b6 18 fxe6 
fxe6 19 <53xe6 £ixe6 20 4M5 Wc5 21 
£ixb4 <S)xg5 22 Exg5 Axg5+ 23 
■&bl ± Serper-Gelfand, USSR 1984. 

A) 

10 Ad3 b5 

Or: 

1) 10...0-0 (this risky move has 
been played surprisingly often) 11 
Shel (11 g4!?; 11 Wg3 transposes to 
lineB)£lc5 (11 ...b5? 12e5Ab7 13 
®h3 +-) transposes to line 2d. 

2) 10...£ic5 (D) (10...h6 will be 
dealt with in chapter 10) and now: 



2a) 11 #g3 transposes to line B. 

2b) 11 &bl h6! 12 Ah4 <2)fxe4! 
is good for Black. 

2c) 11 f5 0-0 12 h4 (12 *bl b5 
13 fxe6 fxe6 14 Wh3 h6 15 Ah4 b4 

16 &ce2 e5 17 <S2kf5 Axf5 18 exf5 d5 
+ Oll-Ehlvest, Tallinn 1985) b5 13 
g4 b4 14 4)ce2 e5 15 Axf6 Axf6 16 
g5 Ad8 17 <53b3 °° Hesse-Schone- 
berg, corr 1988. 

2d) 11 Shel and now: 

2dl) U...0-0 12 e5 dxe5 13 fxe5 
£id5 (or 13...£>xd3+ 14 2xd3 £id5, 
Koch-Groszpeter, Haifa Echt 1989, 
15 Axe7 £lxe7 16 Wh5 b5 17 £e4 
Ab7 18 Sc3! ®a5 19 £sf6+ +-) 14 
5)e4 (14 Axe7 £}xe7 15 Axh7+ 
&xh7 16 Wh5+ <&g8 17 Ee3 f5! is 
unconvincing) £}b4!? (14...£)xd3+ 
15 #xd3 h6 {15...£lb4!?} 16 Axe7 
<2)xe7 17 ‘2M3 ± Alb.Garcia-Ant.Ro- 
driguez, Dos Hermanas 1991) 15 
£)f6+! Axf6 (15...gxf6 16 Axh7+ 
*xh7 17 exf6! +-) 16 Axh7+ <&>xh7 

17 exf6 4)cd3+ 18 Hxd3 <2)xd3+ 19 
Wxd3+ <*g8 20 fxg7 &xg7 21 Wh3 
+- Helsloot-Strand, corr 1988. 

2d2) ll...h6 12 Ah4 <2)fxe4 13 
l S)xe4 Axh4 14 ®g4! <53xe4 (not 
14...Axel? 15 #xg7 Hf8 16 £if6+ 
£>e7 17 <S)f5+! exf5 18 £)d5+) 15 
Wxh4 &f6 16 g4 Ad7 17 g5 £ld5 18 
gxh6 Exh6 19 Wg5 ± Kalish-Wool- 
sey, corr 1983. 

2d3) 11...b5 12 Axf6(12 Axb5+ 
axb5 13 <&dxb5 WbS 14 e5 Ab7 15 
®h3 dxe5 16 fxe5 <5)d5 17 Axe7 
£>xe7 18 #h4+ &f8 19 Wf2 £id7 
20 £)d6 with an unclear position, 
Joliez-Lagouche, Paris 1993) gxf6 
(not 12...Axf6? 13 Axb5+! 4?f8 
(13...axb5 14 £\dxb5 #b8 15 £ixd6+ 
&f8 16 e5 Ae7 17 «fc6! ±} 14 e5 
Ab7 15 Ac6 ± Suder-Orzechowski, 
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corr 1991; 12...£>xd3+? 13 2xd3 
A.xf6 14 e5! kbl 15 Wg3 +-) 13 a3 
(13 #h5! Ab7 14 f5 b4 15 £>bl is 
also good) 2b8 14 £>f5 exf5 15 £ki5 
£ixd3+ 16 #xd3 Wc4 17 exf5 #xd3? 
(17...2b7oo) 18Sxe7+*f8 192xd3 
jkxf5 20 2d2 ± Rodriguez-Fernan- 
dez, corr 1990. 

11 Rhel(D) 

This is a position in which only 
rapid development can offset Black’s 
queenside initiative based on ...Ab7 
and ...b4. Once White starts to go 
backwards he will find himself ham¬ 
strung by the pressure on e4 and un¬ 
able to take any aggressive action 
himself. It follows that we do not 
need to consider moves such as a3 
and <&bl (although both these have 
been played). 11 g4 transposes to 
chapter 1, and otherwise the only 
real alternative to the text is 11 £xf6 
&xf6 (ll...Axf6? 12 Axb5! £xd4 
{12...axb5 13 ^dxb5 +-) 13 &xd7+ 
£xd7 14 2xd4 ®b6 15 2hdl 2b8 
16 b3 +-; 1 l...gxf6 12 Wh5 ±) 12 e5 
(12 2hel, Walther-Fischer, Zurich 
1959, and Fischer pointed out that 
12...b4! followed by ...ilb7 is fine 
lor Black; if Black can play ...b4 
without triggering a crushing £id5 
sacrifice, then he should almost al¬ 
ways do so because the knight will 
be less active on e2 or a4) Ab7 13 
Wg3 (13 #e2 dxe5 14 fxe5 £>d7 15 
Ae4 &xe4 16 Wxe4 2c8 17 &f3 
£>c5 18 ®e2 0-0 ? Carlsson-Jans- 
son, corr 1962) dxe5 14 fxe5 £id7 
(14...£\h5 15 £>xe6 fxe6 16 Ag6+ 
hxg6 17 Wxg6+ *f8 18 2hfl+ £>f6 
19 exf6 £xf6 20 2xf6+ is a draw, 
Gusev-Labutin, USSR 1967) 15 
2hel 0-0-0! + Paoli-Tolush, Bala- 
tonfiired 1958. 



11 ... Ab7 

Rather surprisingly, ll...b4 has 
been played quite often even though 
it virtually forces White to make a 
very strong sacrifice: 12 ^d5! exd5 
(12...£3xd5 13exd5£ie5 {13..Jbtg5 

14 dxe6 Axf4+ 15 *bl +~ Patelli- 
Venturi, corr 1974) 14 2xe5 dxe5 15 
d6 jLxd6 16 ib5+! with a decisive 
advantage for White, Hillenbrand- 
Ludwig, Ladenburg 1992) and now 
White has a pleasant choice: 

1) 13 exd5 £>c 5 (13...*f8 14 
£>f5 Ad8 15 ®g3 g6 16 £h6+ *g8 

17 We3 £>f8 18 We8! £>xe8 19 2xe8 
+- Bryson-Diallo, Thessaloniki OL 
1984) 14 jk.xf6 gxf6 15 £>c6 Ae6 16 
£ixe7 ^xe7 17 f5 1-0 Badenes-Da 
Silva, corr 1973. 

2) 13 *ht5 A.f8 (13...h6 14 £h4 
g5 15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 £ixe5 17 
2xe5 Axf5 {17...#xe5 18 Ag3 +-} 

18 Wxf5 +- Kostetsky-Garmachov, 
corr 1974; 13...£te5 14 £ixe7 <&xe7 

15 e5 Ae6 16 exf6+ gxf6 17 JLh4 
2ac8 18 *bl £>xd3 19 Wxd3 ± Le- 
wandowski-Rosinski, corr 1992) 14 
e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 £ixe5 16 £>xg7+ 
Axg7 17 £xf6 *f8 18 2xe5 +- 
Pereira-Vasconcelos, corr 1976. 

After 11... jLb7 (D) there are two 
lines: 
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Al: 12 £kI5 
A2: 12 Wg3 

The complications arising from 
12 £ki5 are amazing, but its sound¬ 
ness is in serious doubt. 12 Wg3 is 
also complex, but with the major dif¬ 
ference that the main line peters out 
to a draw. In view of White’s lack of 
success in these two main lines, a 
variety of other continuations have 
been tried. Here is a summary: 

1) 12 We2 b4! (12...0-0 13 e5 
dxe5 14 fxe5 £>d5 15 Jixcl £>xe7 16 
Wh5 g6 17 Wg5 t Csaszar-Kolosz- 
vari, corr 1985) 13 £kl5 exd5 14 
exd5 0-0 15 Wxe7 2fe8 16 £xf6 
Sxe7 17 Jixcl «£Lxd5 +. 

2) 12 Wh3 0-0-0 13 £xf6 (13 

e5?! dxe5 14 fxe5 £ixe5 15 ^xe6 
£ixd3+ 16 Sxd3 Sxd3 17 cxd3? {17 
£ixc7+ 2xh3 18 gxh3 tf?d7 +} fxe6 
18 2xe6 <&b8 19 Wh4 2d8 20 Af4 
Ad60-1 Pipitone-Copal, corr 1983) 
£>xf6 14 <£>bl <4?b8 15 We3 Wb6 16 
f5 e5 17 3 Wxe3 18 2xe3 2c8 ? 

Fejzulahu-Kuczynski, Biel 1990. 

3) 12 a3 and now: 

3a) 12...Wb6 13 £>b3 2c8 14 We2 
h6 15 &h4 £>xe4 16 ikxe4 Jkxh4 17 
Axb7 2xc3 18 g3 Wxb7 (18...2c7! 
¥) 19 bxc3 £e7 20 £ld4 ^c5 21 f5 « 


Solomon-Kofidis, Thessaloniki OL 
1984. 

3b) 12...0-0-0 13 Wh3 h6 14 £xf6 
&xf6 (14...£>xf6 15 £kI5! £>xd5 16 
exd5 &xd5 17 f5 £a2!7 18 c3! iLg5+ 
19 <&c2 appears good for White) 15 
«&xb5! ± Mateu-Quiroga, Buenos 
Aires 1995. 

4) 12 ^bl b4 (12...h6 appears 
promising) 13 £id5 (13 £ice2 £>c5 
14 «&xf6 J&xf6 15 g4 0-0 16 g5 Jiel 
is slightly better for Black, Diick- 
stein-Donner, Zurich 1959) exd5 (af¬ 
ter 13...^xd5, the extra move &bl 
is quite helpful compared to vari¬ 
ation A1 below, for example follow¬ 
ing 14 exd5 «&xg5 15 2xe6+ fxe6 16 
£>xe6 Wb6 17 Wh5+ g6 18 Wxg5 
Black doesn’t have the defence 
18...We3+, although he may still be 
able to defend by 18...£>f8!?) and the 
question is whether the extra move 
4>bl alters the assessment of the 
analysis given in line Al below. 
However, I can’t see any concrete 
reason why it helps. 

Al) 

12 £>d5 exd5 

This is probably the best choice if 
Black is playing for a win, but there 
is a possible alternative: 12...4^xd5 
13 exd5 £xg5 (not 13...Axd5? 14 
Wxd5! exd5 15 2xe7+ *f8 16 Af5 
2d8 17 £e6! +-; 13...£>f6 14 Axf6 
ji.xf6 15 Ae4 e5 16 fxe5 £xe5, 
Manna-Russo, corr 1983, 17 £lc6 
0-0 18 £lxe5 dxe5 19 Wh3 g6 20 d6 
+-) 14 2xe6+ (14 £ixe6? fxe6 15 
Wh5+ *f8 16 fxg5 £>e5 17 £xh7 
Wc4! 18 b3 Wf4+ 19 *bl 4>e7 -+ 
Miscevi6-Masic, VrSac 1973; 14 
fxg5? £>e5 15 Wh3 £xd5 16 g6 0-0-0 
T) and now: 
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1) 14...&.e7 has never been prop¬ 
erly analysed. Theory gives 15 Se2 

16 Sdel 0-0 17 Sxe7 #c5 18 
5)f5 as dangerous for Black (indeed, 
it is winning for White). However, 
there is no reason why Black should 
return the piece; after 15...4^8 16 
Sdel jLf6 White has no obvious way 
to continue the attack - all the more 
so as Black threatens to disentangle 
his kingside by ...g6 and ...&g7. A 
more dangerous continuation is 15 
Sdel £)e5 16 fxe5 fxe6 17 4)xe6 
#a5 18 Sfl, for example 18...#xa2 
19 #f7+ &d7 20 exd6 #31+ 21 
*d2 #a5+ 22 <&e2 <&xd6 23 #f4+ 
s4?d7 24 i.f5 £.xd5 25 Sdl 4?c6 26 
Sxd5 +-. 

2) 14...4d8 15 fxg5 «le5 16 Sxe5 
dxe5 17 £lc6+ &e8 18 Af5 a5 19 
Sel £xc6 20 dxc6 f6 21 i.d7+ *f7 
22 gxf6 gxf6 23 #h5+ &e7 24 #f5 
*d6 25 Sdl+ 1-0 Behnk-Kapisch- 
ka, 2nd Bundesliga, 1994. 

3) 14...fxe6 (D) and now: 



3a) 15 #h5+? g6! (15.,.*d8 16 
&xe6+ ^c8 17 #xg5 #b6 18 #xg7 
Se8 19 #f7 Sh8 20 #g7 is a draw) 
16 ^.xg6+ hxg6 (not 16,..'&e7? 17 
#xg5+ £lf6 18 £lf5+! *d7 19 #xf6 
+-) 17 #xh8+ (17 #xg6+ &d8 18 


£)xe6+ ^c8 19 £lxc7 jLxf4+ 20 s4?bl 
*xc7 -+) £>f8 18 £ixe6 ±xf4+ 19 
£sxf4 (19 *bl Wfl 20 Sfl &xd5 21 
Sxf4 #xe6 22 #xf8+ *d7 -+) 0-0-0 
+. 

3b) 15 G)xe6 with the branch: 
3bl) 15...#a5? 16 #h5+ g6 17 
#xg5 Sg8 (17...4M8 18 #f6! &xd5 

19 ±e4! ±xe4 20 #xh8 &e7 21 
5)g5 +-; 17...Sf8 18 f5! 4xd5 19 
£)xf8 5)xf8 20 fxg6 -l— Dolonets- 
Balandin, USSR 1973; 17...&f7 18 
f5! +-) 18 Sd2! -53f8 19 £>xf8 #d8 

20 £ixh7 +- Velimirovic-Ljuboje- 
vic, Yugoslav Ch 1972. 

3b2) 15...iLxf4+? 16 #xf4 #b6 
17 #g5 £>e5 18 #xg7 £>xd3+ 19 
Bxd3 #gl+ 20 Sdl #e3+ 21 &bl 
+- Dena-Graeser, St Ingbert 1989. 

3b3) 15...#b6! 16 #h5+ (16 
fx g 5 g6 17 Sfl £ie5 18 #f6 Sg8 
-+) g6 17 #xg5 (17 &xg6+ &e7 18 
#xg5+ ^f6 19 Ah5! {19 jfc£5 Sag8 
-+ Pioch-Pytel, Poland 1973; 19 
Sel #f2 20 &dl hxg6 21 #xg6 
Sag8 22 £>g7+ *d7 23 #xf6 &c8 
24 £)f5 &b8 -+; 19 £>d4 hxg6 20 
#xg6 Sae8 -+} #e3+ 20 &bl Sag8 

21 £ig7 Ac8 22 #h4 Sxg7 23 Sel 
#xel+ 24 #xel+ ^dS is probably 
slightly better for Black) #e3+ 18 
*bl *f7 (18...£>e5 19 #f6 £>f7 20 
£}c7+ S$?f8 22 £)e6+ is a draw) and 
now: 

3b31) 19 #h45ae8 (19...jLxd5?! 
20 £ic7 #c5 21 5)xa8 £xa8 22 f5 
#e5 23 Sel ± Soos-Hartmann, Nice 
1973) 20 Sel #d2 21 £ld8+ Sxd8 

22 #e7+ ^g8 23 #e6+ is a draw. 
3b32) 19 #h6 Sag8! (and not 

19...£xd5?! 20 #g7+ &xe6 21 f5+ 
gxf5 22 £xf5+ *xf5 23 Sfl+ #f4? 
{23...'&e4 might still draw, e.g. 24 
#g4+ &e5 25 Sf5+ &e6 26 Sf3+ 
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&e7 27 Wh4+ <4>e6} 24 «xd7+ <&g5 
25 h4+ 1-0 Kr.Georgiev-Inkiov, Varna 
1977) 20 £>g5+ <&e8 21 tth4! <&d8 
22 2el Wb6 23 £tf7+ &c8 24 £>xh8 
Sxh8 25 .&xg6 Wd8! + Maliszew- 
ski-Surowiak, corr 1992. 

13 ®B(D) 

Better than 13 exd5 ^f8 (but not 

13..JLxd5? 14 2xe7+ *xe7 15 Wxd5 
±) 14 4&f5 2e8 15 Wh3 £>g8 16 
&xe7+ &xe7 17 #e3 £>f6 18 #g3 
£>xf5 19 Sxe8+ £>xe8 20 ,&xf5 g6 
-+ Lorinczi-Abdul Satar, Thessalo¬ 
niki OL 1984. 



13 ... s£?f8 

Or: 

1) 13...dxe4? 14 &xe4 and now: 
la) 14..JLxe4 15 Sxe4 £>xe4 16 
#xe4 0-0 is fascinating. 17 JLxe7 
2fe8 18 Wd4 f6 19 £>xd6 wins sim¬ 
ply, but in Mendoza-Royo, Tenerife 
1989, White preferred 17 £ixe7+ 
<4>h8 18 #xh7+!? <&xh7 19 Sd3 and 
won after 19...g6 20 Sh3+ <&g7 21 
±h6+ *f6 22 £>d5+ *f5 23 £>xc7 
2a7 24 £.xf8 2xc7? (24...£>xf8 25 
£>d5 should also be a win in the end) 
25 Axd6 1-0. Black could have put 
up more resistance by 19...#xc2+! 
20 4 ) xc2 g6, although 21 Hh3+ <4>g7 
22 i.h6+ &f6 23 Se3! is ±. 


lb) 14...£ixe4 15 2xe4 53e5 (or 

15.. .£to5 162xe7+«xe7 17&xg7+ 
and White wins) 16 ^xe7 #xe7 17 
We3 f6 18 fxe5 dxe5 -+ Jitiaux-Ri- 
baud Chevrey, Torcy 1991. Improve¬ 
ments for White are not hard to find. 
White could play for the attack by 
16 £>xg7+ d?f8 17 £}e6+ fxe6 18 
fxe5+ *e8 19 Wh5+ <S?d7 20 2f4 * 
or, one move later, reach a favour¬ 
able ending by 17 jLxe7 £>xf3 18 
2e3 d5 (18...£>xh2 19 £.xd6+ <&d7 
20 f5! &c6 21 £xh2 ±) 19 &b4+ 
< £?d7 20 2e7+ <&c6 21 gxf3 with a 
clear advantage. 

2) 13...±f8 14 e5! (14 i.xf6 gxf6 
15 exd5+ <&d8 16 We4 Wc5 17 Afl 
2c8 + Jimenez-Fischer, Palma de 
Mallorca IZ 1970) dxe5 15 fxe5 
£>e4(15...£>xe5 16£)xg7+.&xg7 17 
£xf6 Axf6 18 #xf6 +- Enevold- 
sen-Hamann, Denmark 1972) 16 
£xe4 dxe4 17 2xe4 #c4 (17...£>c5 
18 £>d6+! +-; 17...»c6 18 e6 £tf6 
{18...fxe6 19 £>d6+} 19 e7 +-) 18 
e6 £rf6 (18...fxe6 19 £>xg7+ &xgl 
20 Wh5+) 19 exf7+ <&xf7 20 £>h6+ 
1-0 Vitolins-Zilber, USSR 1973. 

3) 13...^d8 is another variation 
that has been analysed poorly. After 
14 £}xe7 dxe4 15 2xe4 (15 ixe4 
£ixe4 16 2xe4 f6 17 £id5 &xd5 18 
2xd5 fxg5 19 2e6 2c8 20 c3 is 
slightly better for Black, Boey-Za- 
gorovsky, corr 1972) h6 16 JLh4 
£ic5 (16...g5 17 fxg5 £>xe4 18 .&xe4 
+-, and not 18 g6? £>g5!) 17 ixf6 
gxf6 18 4)f5 we arrive at a critical 
position. 18...£>xe4 19 .&xe4 loses, 
but 18...2c8! is better, threatening 

19.. .£>xd3+ 20 #xd3 #xc2+, etc. 
White can reply 19 4>bl, but then 

19.. .Wd7 20 g4 <&c7 is unclear. 

4) 13...h6 and now: 
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4a) 14 e5? dxe5 15 fxe5 5)xe5 16 
Exe5 #xe5 17 JLf4 d4! + Boey- 
Hamann, Skopje OL 1972. 

4b) 14 £h4 g5 15 e5! dxe5 (or 
15...d4 16 exd6 Axf3 17 dxc7 jLxdl 
18 5)xe7 5)c5 19 fxg5 hxg5 20 Axg5 
5)xd3+ 21 cxd3 5)h7 22 c8#+ ±) 16 
fxe5 d4 (16...5)xe5 17 Sxe5 #xe5 
18 £g3 +-; 16...5)e4 17 5)g7+ *d8 
18 Axe4 dxe4 19 #xf7 #xe5 20 
5)e6+ &c8 21 #xe7 £d5 22 Sxd5 
#xd5 23 Sdl #c6 24 Sd6! #b7 25 
#g7 +-) 17 #xb7! (17 exf6 i.xf3 

18 JLg3 #xg3 19 hxg3 JLxdl is un¬ 
clear) #xb7 18 exf6 with a very 
strong attack, for example 18...#b6 

19 fxe7 Sg8 20 £f2 ±. 

4c) 14 exd5 hxg5 15 fixe7+ is 
unconvincing after both 15...^8 16 
fxg5 5)xd5 (16...£xd5 17 #e3 5)h7 

18 #d4 with a decisive advantage 
for White) 17 Hxd7+ &xd7 18 i.e4 
Sc8 19 5)xg7 (19 5)d4 &d8) 5)e7 
T and 15...*f8 16 fxg5 5)xd5 17 
Sxf7+ (17 Exd7 #xd7 18 Jke4 may 
be best, but this is clearly at most a 
draw for White) &xf7 18 Ji.e4 5)7b6 
and the discovered checks are sur¬ 
prisingly useless. 

14 #g3 

Or 14 exd5 id8 (14...Se8) 15 
Wg3 2g8 (15...5)h5 16 #f3 5)hf6 
17 %3 5)h5 18 Iff3 5)hf6 V 2 -V 2 
Schulz-Schuh, West Germany 1987) 
16 5)xg7 Sxg7 17 i.h6 5)h5 18 We3 
£.f6 (18...^g8! looks much better) 

19 We4 5)xf4 20 #xf4 £.xd5 21 
ilf5 « Timman-Jacobsen, Helsinki 
1972. 

14 ... dxe4 

15 Axe4 Axe4 

16 Sxe4 (D) 

16 ... Wc5! 

Better than: 



1) 16...h6 17 Ah4 g6 18 Hxe7 
#c5 (18...gxf5 19 jLxf6; 18...5)g8 

19 Sxd6) 19 5)xd6! &xe7 20 5)e4 
#b6 (20...#c6 21 #33-1- &e8 22 

4) xf6+ 5)xf6 23 Sel+ *d7 24 #e7+ 
<&>c8 25 £.xf6 Sg8 26 #xf7 +-; 
20...#b4 21 #e3! +-; 20...#c4 21 
#e3 #e6 22 Sxd7+ +-) 21 Wc3! 
(intending 22 Exd7+ or 22 #b4+) 
g5 22 5)xf6 5)xf6 (22...#xf6 23 
Sxd7+) 23 fxg5 hxg5 (23...5)d7 24 
Sel+) 24 Axg5 +- . 

2) 16...5)xe4 17 Axe7+ *e8 18 
#xg7 Sf8 19 #d4! Sc8 (19...#c4 

20 £xf8 5)xf8 21 #xe4+ #e6 22 

5) xd6+ 1-0 Beliavsky-Trifunovic, 
Sombor 1972) 20 #xe4 5)c5 21 #e2 
5)e6 22 ±f6 &d7 23 Sxd6+ 1-0 
Thompson-Saarinen, corr 1974. 

3) 16...Sc8 17 2e2 #c4 18 5)xe7 
#xe2 19 5)xc8 +- Garcia-Boudy, 
Cienfuegos 1973. 

After 16...#c5!, White has some 
attacking chances for the piece, but 
objectively his compensation is in¬ 
sufficient, for example 17 jLh6 (17 
£xf6 £xf6 18 5)xd6 5)b6 19 #b3 
#c7 20 #e3 #c6 +) 5)xe4 18 
#xg7+ &e8 19 #xh8+ 5)f8 20 
ixf8 (20 #e5 is witty, but not very 
good) .£.xf8 21 #xh7 fic8 +. 
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The conclusion is that the imme¬ 
diate sacrifice 12 £}d5 is unsound. 


A2) 

12 Wg3 (D) 



It turns out that this is an im¬ 
provement over the immediate £ki5. 
If Black castles queenside, then 
White has a dangerous sacrifice on 
b5; therefore Black is almost forced 
to play 12...b4, when White plays his 
£>d5 sacrifice with an extra tempo. 
Unfortunately for White, even this 
improved version appears inade¬ 
quate for more than a draw. 

12 ... b4 

The alternatives are: 

1) 12...h6 (dubious) 13 £xf6 
Axf6 (13...gxf6 14 Wg7 2f8 15 
£>d5! Wa5 16 £>b3 #xa2 17 &c3 
1-0 Leisebein-Wesely, corr 1984; 
13...^xf6 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 ±) 14 
Axb5 axb5 (14...0-0 15 £.xd7 Wxdl 
16 e5 dxe5 17 £rf5 +-) 15 &dxb5 
Wc6 16 Hxd6 Wc5, Geisel-Horch, 
corr 1987, 17 e5 £e7 18 Mxgl Hf8 
19 2d2 ±. 

2) 12...£>c5 13 e5 (13 &xf6!7 in¬ 
tending 13...gxf614#g7 or 13.. Jkxf6 
14 e5 {14 £xb5+!?)) £>xd3+ 14 
2xd3 dxe5 15 fxe5 ^h5 16 #g4 g6 


(16...&xg5+ 17 Wxg5 g6 18 £>dxb5 
axb5 19 £>xb5 #a5 20 £>d6+ &f8 
21 2fl winning, Chiesa-Simoni, 
corr 1978) 17 &h6 #c4 18 #h3 i.f8 
19 J&.d2 « Lewandowski-Kawel- 
czyk, corr 1992. 

3) 12...2c8 13 Axb5 (13 e5!7 ap¬ 
pears promising) axb5 (13...0-0 14 
i.xd7 #xd7 15 e5 ±) 14 &dxb5 Wc5 
15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 £te4 17 2xe4 
Axe4 18 Axe7 &xe7? (18...#xb5! 
co) 19 Wg5+ &f8 20 2xd7 g6, Poule- 
nard-Lahaye, Uzes 1989, 21 £M4 
and White wins. 

4) 12...£>b6 13 Axf6 gxf6 14 Wgl 
2f8 15 #xh7 b4, Neumann-Galow, 
corr 1986, 16 4ice2 d5 17 exd5 
£>xd5 (17...£xd5 18 £e4) 18 g3 ± 
(18...£>e37 19£>xe6 +-). 

5) 12...0-0-0 and now: 

5a) 13 £xf6 (this wins a pawn; 
Black obtains some compensation 
but not really enough) £ixf6 (or 
13...£xf6 14 £xb5) 14 Wxgl 2df8 
15 Wg3 b4 16 £>a4 2hg8 (16...«a5 
17 b3 £>h5 18 Wf2 £>xf4 19 £xa6 
Wxa6 {19...i.xa6 20 £>c6 &g5 21 
Wa7 +-} 20 Wxf4 2hg8 21 Wt2 
2g47! 22 £tf5 2e8 23 £>xe7+ 2xe7 
24 2d4 +- Murakhveri-Quednau, 
corr 1982) 17Wf2&d7 (17...»a5 18 
b3 &b8 19 *bl 2c8 20 g3 5M7 21 
e5 {21 £rf3 2c7 22 £>b2 £>b6 23 
£ic4 £)xc4 24 jkxc4 2gc8 25 e5 d5 
26 Ad3 ± Messing-Cabrilo, Yugo¬ 
slavia 1973} dxe5 22 fxe5 £}xe5 23 
jLxh7 Hgd8 24 jke4 ± Martinovid- 
Messing, Yugoslavia 1974) 18 b3 
(18 c37! £>c5 19 £c2 £>xa4 20 
&xa4 bxc3 21 Hd3 cxb2+ 22 <4?xb2 
°° Mini6-Novoselski, Yugoslav Ch 
1973; 18 *bl &b8 19 c3 £>c5 20 
Ac2 bxc3 21 £>xc3 Jif6 22 g3 ± 
Spassky-Fischer, Reykjavik Wch 
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(15) 1972) £>c 5 19 £>b2 <&b8 20 4?bl 
&f6 21 g3 2d8 22 £>c4 ± £xe4? 23 
^Lxe4 £}xe4 24 2xe4 d5 25 £)c6+ 
Wxc6 26 £ie5 H— Messing-Vuja£ic, 
Sutomore 1973. 

5b) 13 Ji.xb5! axb5 14 £>dxb5 
and now: 

5b 1) 14...Wc5 with two continu¬ 
ations: 

5bll) 15e5dxe5(orl5...£>h516 
Wg4 f6 17 exd6 Af8 18 Wxh5 fxg5 
19 fxg5 with a clear advantage for 
White) 16 fxe5 £>h5 (16...£>e8 17 
£e3 Wxe5 {17...Wb4 18 2d4 +-} 
18 *hal+ &b8 19 Af4 +-; 16...£>d5 
17 ±xe7 Wxe7 18 £>d6+ &b8 19 
£}xd5 exd5 {19..Jkxd5 20 2xd5 
exd5 21 Wb3+) 20 e6 +-) 17 Wh4 f6 
(17..JLxg5+ 18 Wxg5 g6 19 £k!6+ 
and 20 £>xf7 +-) 18 £e3! Wxe5 19 
2d4 ±. 

5bl2) 15 b4 Wxb4 16 2d4 Wa5 
17 e5 d5 18 f5 £>h5 19 Wh4 &xg5+ 
(19..JU3+ 20 <&bl i.c5 21 2a4 
Wb6 22 Wxh5 Ac6 23 We2 d4 24 
2a6! Wb7 25 Wc4 +— Burduja-Co- 
pal, corr 1978) 20 Wxg5 £>c5 21 
We7 W b6 22 Wxf7 g6 23 fxe6 £>xe6 
24 4M6+ &b8 25 £}a4! +- Burduja- 
Bochis, corr 1978. 

5b2) 14...Wb6 15 e5 and now: 

5b21) 15...dxe5 16 fxe5 £>h5 17 
Wh4 £xg5+ 18 Wxg5 g6 19 £id6+ 
&b8 20 ^xf7 +-. 

5b22) 15...$\c5 leading to a final 
branch: 

5b221) 16 exf6 gxf6 17 Ah4 
2hg8 18 We3 2xg2 19 Wd4 Af37! 
(19...5M7 20 £kd6+ £.xd6 21 Wxd6 
Wxd6 22 2xd6 2xh2 23 Ag3 2g2 
24 2e3 2g8 25 Ael f5 26 £fo5 ±; 
I9...e5 20 Wc4! ±) 20 Sd2 Sxd2 
21 Wxd2 d5 22 ±f2 Wa6 23 Ad4 
Jk.e4 24 We 3 £ia4, B.Hartman-West, 


Philadelphia 1990,25 £ixe4 dxe4 26 
c4 +-. 

5b222) 16 Wh3!? & d5 (West 
gives 16—fi.a6!? 17 exf6 gxf6 18 
&d5 Wb7 ‘«\ but 19 £>xe7+ Wxe7 
20 Wc3! fxg5 21 £>xd6+ wins) 17 
£)xd5 JLxd5 18 Jkxe7 Wxb5 19 
Axd8 &xd8 20 exd6 +- Burduja- 
Serghei, corr 1978. 

5b23) 15...d5 16 f5! £>h5 (alter¬ 
natives are also bad: 16...^c5 17 jke3 
$Lc6 19 b4 wins for White; 16... JLc5 
17 exf6 gxf6 18 fxe6 fxe6 19 2xe6 
+-; 16...fte4 17 £>xe4 Wxb5 18 
Jixel dxe4 19 $Lxd8 2xd8 20 fxe6 
fxe6 21 Wxg7 +-; 16...£>g8 17 £e3 
i.c5 18 £>d6+ *b8 19 J.xc5 £ixc5 
20 fxe6 +-) 17 Wh4 &xg5+ 18 
Wxg5 f6 (18...£>xe5 19 Wxh5 d4 20 
Sxe5! dxc3 21 5)xc3 +- Velimi- 
rovi6-Al Kazzaz, Nice OL 1974) 19 
Wxh5 fxe5 20 fxe6 Wxe6, Maumey- 
Brzezinski, corr 1989, 21 Wf7! +-. 

13 £id5 

This is the obvious move based on 
general principles, but it is interest¬ 
ing to note the example 13 £>a4 2c8 
14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 £>h5 16 Wg4 
&xg5+ 17 Wxg5 g6 18 5d2 h6 19 
We3 Wa5 20 b3 £>c5? (20...£>g7!, 
but t since Black still has trouble 
castling) 21 £}xc5 2xc5 22 £}xe6! 
+- Mos-Stachanczyk, corr 1993. 

13 ... exd5 (D) 

Here this reply is forced, for ex¬ 
ample 13...^xd5 (13..JLxd5 14exd5 
^ixd5 15 Jkxe7 £ixe7 16 Wxg7 2g8 
17 Wxh7 2xg2 18 Ae4 +- Kobryn- 
Grzegorzewsky, corr 1993) 14 exd5 
-&xd5 15 .&xe7 < &xe7 16 £}xe6 
Axe6 17 f5 g6 18 fxe6 fxe6 19 Wg4 
£>e5 20 2xe5 dxe5 21 Wh4+ *f7 22 
2fl+ <& g 8 23 Wf6 +-. 

14 e5 
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Here there is a major alternative: 
14 exd5 &d8 (14...£fo6 15 £)f5 
£)bxd5 16 Axf6 gxf6 17 jLe4 +-; 
14...*f8 15 £>f5 Se8 16 £h6 +-) 
and now: 

1) 15 £lf5?! (inadequate) £f8 16 
Axf6+ (16 Ah4 Wc5 17 £)xg7 &c7 

18 Axf6 £)xf6 19 Wg5 ®xd5 20 
Ae4 £>e3! -+; 16 We 3 Wc5 17 We2 
&C7 18 .&c4 4lb6 -+ Semionova- 
Ruck, Balatonbereny 1994; 16 Se4 
Wb6 17 2c4 Jlxd5 -+) gxf6 17 £>g7 
Wa5 18 Af5 2g8 19 We3 2xg7 20 
We8+ 4?c7 21 Wxd7+ &b6 -+ Hopfl- 
Scholz, Dortmund 1992. 

2) 15 2xe7 *xe7 16 £if5+ (16 
£)e6!? Wb6 17 2el 2ag8 18 <S)xg7+ 
4?d8 19 &xf6+ £)xf6 20 Wh4 *c8 

21 1 Wxf6 sfcbS ± Yuuki-Abdennabi, 
Lucerne OL1982; 16...fxe617 ,&xf6+ 
&xf6 looks better, as 18 Wg5+ &f7 

19 dxe6+ &f8 is good for Black, but 
White can retain some attacking 
chances by 18 dxe6!?) 'i’dS 17 jLh4 
and now: 

2a) 17...#a5 18 <S)xd6 *c7 19 
£>xf7 Qh5 20 d6+ i>b6 21 Wg4 £c6 

22 <5)xh8 2xh8 23 ie4 +- Mal- 
iszewski-Bieganowski, corr 1994. 

2b) 17...g6 18 i.xf6+ £>xf6 19 
Wg5 Wd7 20 2el 2e8 21 Wxf6+ 
&c7 22 fte7 ±. 


2c) 17.JWc5 18 tfxg7 &c7 19 
±xf6 2hg8 20 £d4 2xg7 21 ±xc5 
£lxc5 22 £lxg7 2g8 23 4)h5 l S)xd3+ 
24 2xd3 2xg2 25 h3 and Black is 
not worse, although a draw is the 
most likely result. 

2d) 17...2g8 18 £sh6 &e7 19 
£)xg8+ Bxg8 20 iLxh7 &f8 21 ±xg8 
&xg8 22 Wb3 «fc5 23 ±xf6 £)xf6 
24 a3 a5 + Hyldkrog-Nielsen, corr 
1984. 

3) 15 We3 and now: 

3a) 15...2e8 16 £if5 £>xd5 17 
«e2 £)7b6(17...£i7f6 18i.c4#d7 
19 i.xd5 £)xd5 20 2xd5 ±xd5 21 
.&xe7+ 2xe7 22 £>xe7 jfc.e6 23 f5 
Wxe7 24 fxe6 fxe6 25 Wc4 &d7 26 
Wxb4 ± Dybal-Mroz, corr Bielsko 
1993) 18 l9i5 &xg5 19 »xg5+ and 
now: 

3al) 19...f6?!202xe8+&xe8 21 
£>xg7+ *f7 22 #h6 2g8 23 Bel 
£>xf4 24 £tf5 £>xd3+ 25 *bl £>xel 
26 Wxh7+ &e6 27 Wxc7 (27 <53d4+ 
*e5 28 Wxc7 Ae4 29 Wxb6 2xg2 ± 
Geller-Grigorian, USSR Ch 1973) 
i-xg2 (27...Ae4 28 £>xd6 &d5 29 
Wf7+ &xd6 30 yi/xg8 ±) 28 £id4+ 
4?e5 29 Wxb6 Ae4 30 £)c6+ Axc6 
31 #xc6 and White wins, Engel- 
Sevecek, corr 1978. 

3a2) 19...4?d7 20 Wxg7 2xel 21 
2xel Bd8 22 Wxf7+ (22 Wg4 Wc5!) 
&c8 23 £)e7+ *b8 24 f5 £>f4 T Ek- 
lind-Cedersund, corr 1978. 

3b) 15...£)b6 16 £sf5 <Slbxd5 and 
now: 

3bl) 17 We2 Sc8 (17...Ac8 18 
^xe7 ^xe7 19 .&xf6 gxf6 20 .£Lc4 
£>c6 21 ®h5 Se8 22 Axf7 2e7 23 
®xh7 Wd7 ¥ Tabemero-A.Timo¬ 
shenko, corr 1990; 17...h6 18 4^xe7 
hxg5 19 £ixd5 £ixd5 20 Wg4 gxf4 
21 Wxg7 2xh2? {21...2e8 ±} 22 
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£if5 wins for White, Vrbka-Koneke, 
corr 1988) 18 £)xe7 £>xe7 19 i.xf6 
gxf6 20 #h5 jLxg2 + Koskivirta- 
Larsen, corr 1989. 

3b2) 17 Wd4 £f8 18 £e4 (18 
£>e3 Wb6 19 i.e4 Wxd4 20 Exd4 
£>xe3 21 £xb7 Sb8 22 ±xa6 £>f5 
T Schutz-Theil, corr 1970) <^?c8 19 
thxgl (19i.f3 #c5 20 #d3 &>c7 21 
WbS &b6 ? Lerner-Zhuravlev, Dau¬ 
gavpils 1974) £ixe4 20 £)e8 «Tc5 21 
Wxh& £>e3 22 Sc2 £>c3 23 Wxf8 
£>xe2+ 24 *d2 #d4+ 25 &xe2 
»xdl+ 26 &xe3 Wcl+ 27 &d3 ®dl+ 
V2-V2 Kohlweyer-Tomczak, Baden- 
Baden 1987. 

14 ... dxe5 

15 fxe5 (D) 



15 ... £>h5 

Other moves have been played, 
but there is only one genuine alterna¬ 
tive: 

1) 15...£le4 (this appears infe¬ 
rior) 16 Axe4 jLxg5+(l6...dxe4 17 
£xe7 #xe5 {17...&xe7 18 £>f5+ 
<S?d8 19 Wxgl +— Weigel-Hauern- 
herm, corr 1978} 18 Wxe5 £>xe5 19 
i.xb4! g6 20 *hb3 £>d7 21 £>a5 1-0 
Klompus-Chaleyrat, corr 1980) 17 
Wxg5 dxe4 and now White has two 
possible moves: 


la) 18 e6 with the lines: 

lal) 18...£>c5 19 exf7+ <£>xf7 20 
Sfl+ &e8 21 £>f5 £>e6 22 %4 Bd8 
(22...Sf8 is possibly better, e.g. 23 
£>d6+ #xd6 24 Bxd6 Sxfl+ 25 
&d2 £>f8 or 23 Bd6 £lc5) 23 Sxd8+ 
*xd8 24 Bdl+ *e8 25 £>d6+ *e7 
26 #h4+, Schott-Frech, Eppingen 

1988.26.. .g5! 27 «h5 #xd6 28 Bxd6 
&xd6 with a distinct advantage for 
Black. 

Ia2) 18...£>e5 19 £>f5 f6 20 
£>xg7+ &e7 21 £>f5+ <4>xe6 22 5M4+ 
*f7 23 Sfl! #e7 24 #h5+ £>g6 25 
£>f5 #c7 26 #h6! *g8 27 «fe3 
Sc8? (27...h5! *) 28 Wb3+ #c4 29 
Bd8+ £tf8 30 #g3+ *f7 31 Wg7+ 
<2?e6 32 ®e7# Livshits-Kochetkov, 
USSR 1976. 

lb) 18 £>f5! (more convincing) 
Wxe5 19 Sfl! (19 £M6+ *f8 20 
Wxe5 £>xe5 21 £>xb7 £>g4 22 £kI6 
g6 23 h3 £>f6 24 £>xe4 1 Petrushin- 
Chudinovskikh, USSR 1973) £c6 
(19...f6 20 Wxg7 0-0-0 21 £>d6+ 
&c7 22 £>xb7 Shg8 23 #xh7 Sh8 
24 WfJ ± Shf8? 25 Sxd7+; 19...h6 
20 £>xg7+ <&f8 21 Sxf7+! *g8 22 
Wg6 #g5+ {22...$if8 23 Sxf8+ *xf8 
24 Sfl + forces mate} 23 #xg5 hxg5 
24 Sfxd7 ±) 20 £>xg7+ *f8 21 
Wh6! £b5 (21...»xg7 22 #xc6 ±; 

21.. JU5 22 Sf5 «xg7 23 #d6+ 
&g8 24 Wxd5 +-) 22 £>f5+ *g8 23 
Sf4 £>f8 24 Wg7+! #xg7 25 £>e7# 
Lassen-Karlsson, corr 1982. 

2) 15...0-0-0 (not as bad as its 
reputation, but White should be able 
to preserve an edge) 16 £>f5! (16 
exf6 #xg3 17 hxg3 ^.xf6 18 Axf6 
£ixf6 19 Se7 Shf8 and White 
doesn’t have enough for the pawn, 
Bieri-Olivier, Geneva 1996) Ac5! 
(not 16...£ixe5 17 £>xe7+ Wxe7 18 
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Bxe5 Wcl 19 Jif4 +~ Petryk-Gada- 
linski, Poland 1977) and now: 

2a) 17 exf6 Wxg3 18 hxg3 gxf6 
19 Af4 £>e5 20 &xe5 fxe5 21 Sxe5 
Sde8 22 Bxe8+ Bxe8 23 Bhl ± 
Adams-Levitt, London 1984. 

2b) 17 4)xg7 £)e4 18 Axe4 dxe4 
19 jLxd8 Sxd8 20 e6 was Nunn- 
Kuczynski, Bundesliga 1994, and 
now 20...8! 21 Bxd8+ ®xd8 22 
exf7 e3 should enable Black to hold 
the balance, for example 23 Bxe3 
Axe3+ 24 Wxe3 lff6 25 Wc5+ <&d7 
26 #xf8 Wfl+ with perpetual check. 

16 e6 

According to theory this queen 
sacrifice leads to a forced draw (but 
see the note to Black’s 16th move). 
The alternative is also very compli¬ 
cated, but the result is probably the 
same: 16 #h4 &xg5+ 17 Wxg5 g6 
and now: 

1) 18 g4 h6 (the move played in 
practice, but after 18...£ig7!? 19 e6 
£)c5 20 exf7+ <S?xf7 21 Bfl+ 4>g8 it 
is hard to believe that White has 
enough for the piece) 19 Wd2 £ig7 
(19...0-0-0 20 gxh5 £>xe5 21 hxg6 
4)xd3+ 22 ®xd3 *ff4+ 23 <&bl Wf6 
24 gxf7 Wxf7 ± Sauermann-Ertl, 
corr 1981) 20 e6 £>f8 21 exf7+ &xf7 
22 Be3 #b6 23 Wf2+ 4>g8 24 2e7 
Bh7 25 Bfl £>ge6 26 Bxh7 <£>xh7 27 
»f7+ &h8? (27...£>g7 <*>) 28 Wf6+ 
&g8 29 #f7+ <&h8 30 £>xe6 1-0 
Walther-Krabb6, corr 1980. 

2) 18e6(D)andnow: 

2a) 18...®f4+ 19 Wxf4 £>xf4 20 
exd7+ &xd7 212fl £>xd3+ 22 2xd3 
(despite Black’s extra pawn, his ap¬ 
palling bishop means that White has 
the edge) and now: 

2al) 22...2hf8 23 2df3 (23 2f6?! 
a5 24 *hb3 d4 25 g4 4>e7 26 g5 h6 27 



Bb6 Aa6 28 Bxd4 hxg5 29 £>xa5 
2h8 T Fiorito-Goedkoop, corr 1988) 
<&e7 24 Be3+ <&d7 25 2f6 ± Sakha- 
rov-Zhuravlev, corr. 1977. 

2a2) 22...f5 23 g4 Baf8 (23...a5 

24 Bh3 &a6 25 Bf4 fxg4 26 Sf7+ 
<4?d6 27 2e3 Bhf8 28 2e6+ <S?c5 29 
c3 bxc3 30 bxc3 < 4 , c4 31 4 > c2 2fc8 
32 Bf4 g5 33 Bxg4 1-0 Kusturin- 
Comini, corr 1989) 24 gxf5 gxf5 25 
Bh3 2f7 26 2xf5 Bxf5 27 £>xf5 
<4>e6 28 £>d4+ &e5 29 2h4 2f8 30 
£)e2 2f7 31 2xb4 +- Bauer-ErtI, 
corr 1981. 

2b) 18...0-0 19 exd7 2ad8 20 g4 
*bgl (20...Wf4+ 21 #xf4 £>xf4 22 
2e7 ±) 21 h4 (21 JLf5? £c6 22 2d3 
£.xd7 23 Wh6 Bfe8 24 Bfl b3 ¥ 
Sanakoev-Maeder, corr 1978) Bxd7 
22 h5 #d6 23 Wh6 £c8 24 Bhl 

25 Bdfl Sc7 26 g5 We7 27 £>c6! ± 
Estrin-Maeder, corr 1983. 

2c) 18...£>df6 19 exf7+ 4>xf7 
and now: 

2cl) 20 Bfl Bae8 (20...Bhe8 21 
g4 We5 22 Wh6 £>g7 23 g5 ®e3+ 24 
•^bl 4>g8 25 J^xg6 hxg6 26 Wxg6 
We4 27 £>f5 £>h5 28 £>h6+ &h8 29 
£tf7+ <&g8 with equality, Rodriguez 
Talavera-Nedobora, Seville 1992) 
21 g4 Wc5 22 £>f3 (22 Wh6 is inef¬ 
fective here because h7 is defended) 
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Hendriks-Goedkoop, corr 1985, and 
now 22...#xg5+ 23 4hxg5+ ^g7 24 
gxh5 h6 ?. 

2c2) 20 <&e6 Wdl (20...»d6 21 
Wh6 She8 22 Axg6+ hxg6 23 
<&g5+ &g8 24 ^xg6+ £>g7 25 Sfl 
Sf8 26 2xf6 Bxf6 27 #h7+ <&f8 28 
Wh8+ <&e7 29 Wxg7+ <&e8 30 #xb7 
+- Rallo-Voltolini, corr 1986) and 
now 21 £k5 Vc8 22 Sfl «xc5 22 
g4 Bae8 24 Sf3 &g7 25 gxh5 £>xh5 
-+ was Zukerfeld-Darcyl, Mendoza 
1985. However, White can improve 
by 21 g4! £>g7 (21...She8 22 gxh5 
ftxh5 23 2fl + <&xe6 24 £.xg6 +-) 
22 £>c5 #c6 23 Sfl £>e8 24 £>xb7 
#xb7 25 ®e5 with sufficient com¬ 
pensation for the piece. 

2d) 18...£k5 (after this move the 
draw seems to be almost inevitable) 
19 exf7+ <4>xf7 20 Bfl+ (20 Axg6+ 
hxg6 21 Bfl+ &g8 22 £tf5 2h7 23 
g4 ^h8 0-1 Barotek-Pospisil, con- 
1993) &g8 21 £>f5 £>e6 (21...&xd3+ 
22 Bxd3 Ef8 23 Se3 l-0Thon-Pan- 
taleoni, corr 1986 - a rather early 
resignation as 23...Wg7! ® is possi¬ 
ble) 22 £>h6+ &g7 23 £>f5+ &g8 24 
£>h6+ &g7 25 £tf5+ V2-V2 Ernst- 
Kamber, Lugano 1989. 

16 ... £ixg3 

16...^.xg5+ 17 ®xg5 £klf6 (or 

17.. .#f4+ 18 Wxf4 £>xf4 19 exd7+ 
*ixd7 20 Af5+ &d6 21 g3 £ig6 22 
A.h3 £te7 23 Be3 ±) is an interesting 
and untested alternative. Tal gave 18 
exf7+ &xf7 19 £te6 ®d6 20 ±e2 g6 
21 £.xh5 Bae8 22 Ag4 ±c8 23 Sfl 
Bxe6 24 JLxe6+ ®xe6 25 Bxd5 +-, 
hut there are many possible improve¬ 
ments for Black, for example after 

21.. .£>xh5 22 g4 (22 Bfl+ &xe6) 
Bhe8 23 gxh5 Sxe6 24 Sxe6 ®xe6 
White appears to have little for the 


piece. 18 £if5!? is another idea, for 
example 18...fxe6 19 Bxe6+ id8 

20 Se7 Wc6 21 Sdel gives White a 
dangerous attack, but after 18...0-0-0 
19 exf7 Wf4+ 20 Wxf4 £>xf4 21 
£}xg7 Shf8 22 Be7 d4! Black seems 
to be at least equal. If Black wants to 
play for a win after 16 e6, then this is 
his best bet. 

17 exf7+ <&xf7 

17...*d8 18 Sxe7 Wf4+ 19 Be3+ 

Wxg5 20 £>e6+ &c8 21 £>xg5 £>e4 
22 £>xe4 dxe4 23 ^.xe4 looks fairly 
drawish. White might do better to 
play 19 Axf4 <&xe7 20 Axg3 &xf7 

21 £tf5, for example 21...$3c5 22 
£>d6+ *e7 23 Sel+ *d7 24 £>xb7 
<&xb7 25 Af5+ &c6 26 Be6+ <£>b5 
27 jLd3+ with a decisive attack. 

18 2xe7+ *g8 

19 hxg3 (D) 



19 ... #xg3 

There are several reasonable alter¬ 
natives: 

1) 19...#c5? 20 Sxd7 ±. 

2) 19...We5 20 £.f5 h6 (20...#xe7 
21 JLxe7 &fl 22 jkxb4 favours 
White) 21 £e6+ &h7 22 &f5+ (22 
Af4 Wf6 23 Af5+ &g8 doesn’t alter 
the situation as 24 Bxd7 jLc8! fa¬ 
vours Black) is a draw. 
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3) 19...Bc820Af5£if8 2lBxc7 
2xc7 22 2el gives White good com¬ 
pensation for the exchange. 

4) 19...Wd6 20 Af5 £>c5 (after 

10., Mxtl 21 Axe7 we are in line 2) 
21 £>e6 #e5 22 Af4 Wf6 23 Ag5 is 
another draw. 

5) 19...H6!? is untested. 20 Af4 
#d8 21 2del is a possible continu¬ 
ation. 

20 £>e6 #e5 

21 2fl 4M8! 

The safest move. Other ideas: 

1) 21...&C5? 22 Af5 £>e4? (even 

22.. .4}xe6 23 Axe6+ Wxe6 24 2xe6 
gives White a distinct advantage) 23 
Axe4 dxe4 24 2f6! #xg5+ 25 £>xg5 
Ad5 26 2xa6! 1-0 Baluyev-Vadi- 
kan, corr 1976. 

2) 2Utt8 22Af6«e3+23*dl 
2f7 24 2xf7 £>xf7 25 Ad4+ &xe6 
26 Axe3 may be slightly better for 
White, but a draw is the most likely 
result. 

22 Af5 Ac8 

23 Se8 

It is not a good idea to play 23 
Axh7+ <&xh7 24 £>xf8+ Sxf8 25 
Bhl+ &g6 26 Sxe5, because after 

26.. JK5 27 Bxf5 Axf5, followed by 
...Sc8, White loses a pawn. 

23 ... 

24 Be7+ *g8 

Neither side can reasonably devi¬ 
ate from the repetition of moves. 

As is so often the case with very 
sharp lines, all the main variations 
sprouting from 12 #g3 seem to lead 
to a draw. 

B) 

10 W&(D) 

10 ... b5 

The alternatives are: 



1) 10...0-0 11 Ad3 (11 Ae2 b5 12 
Af3 Ab7 13 e5 dxe5 14 fxe5 ^d5 
15 Axd5 Axg5+ 16 #xg5 Axd5 
17 £ixd5 exd5, Nedev-Benderac, 
Yugoslavia Cht 1989, 18 4^f5! g6 
(18...®xe5 19Sxd5} 19Sxd5 ±)b5 
(ll...Se8 12 Shel b5 13 e5 dxe5 14 
fxe5 £>h5 15 #h4 Axg5+ 16 #xg5 
g6, Angioni-de Angelis, corr 1981, 
17 g4 £>g7 18 £>e4 ±) 12 Shel 
(threatening e5) b4 13 £>d5 exd5 14 
£tf5 Ad8 15 £>xg7 ihS looks very 
dangerous, but Wittmann-Leow, 
Thessaloniki OL 1984 continued 16 
e5?! (16 £tf5) dxe5 17 fxe5 £>e4 18 
Axe4 dxe4 19 Af4 #a5 20 £>h5 
Sg8 +. 

2) 10...h6 (a sound choice) 11 
Axf6? (for 11 Ah4 see chapter 10) 
Axf6 12 Ae2 0-0 13 #e3 b5 14 a3 
2b8 ? Podzielny-Tobor, corr 1980. 

3) 10...£>c5 11 Ad3 (11 Bel!? 
h6 12 Ah4 0-0 13 e5 dxe5 14 fxe5 
£ie8 t Keres-Aronin, USSR 1957, 
but 12...£lh5 is an improvement) h6 
(ll...b5? 12 e5! dxe5 13 fxe5 b4 14 
£>cb5! ^xd3+ 15 Bxd3 axb5 16 
£ixb5 Wb8 17 exf6 #xb5 18 fxe7 
wins, Kengis-Malishauskas, USSR 
1979) 12 Ah40-0(12...^h5 13Vg4 
^xf4 14 Wxgl £>cxd3+ 15 cxd3 
£g6 16 ±xe7 Wxcl 17 Bhfl Wg5+ 
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18 *bl Bf8 19 £tf3! Wx g2 20 Wd4 
± Cuijpers-Kovac, Caorle 1980) and 
now: 

3a) 13 e5? dxe5 14 fxe5 £>h5 15 
#g4 Axh4 16 #xh4 #xe5 +. 

3b) 13 Shel £>h5 14 #g4 Axh4 
(14...£>xf4 15 #xf4 e5, Sgri-Rallo, 
corr 1988,16 £>d5! <S)xd3+ 17 2xd3 
exf4 18 <5lxc7 Axh4 19 g3 fxg3 20 
£)xa8 +) 15 #xh4 £sxf4 16 #xf4 e5 
17 #h4 (17 #e3 exd4 18 #xd4 Ae6 
= Petersen-Andersen, corr 1986) 
exd4 18 £>d5 #d8 19 £le7+ *h8 20 
2fl =o Tal-Portisch, Niksic 1983. 

3c) 13 £lf3 b5 (13...£lh5 14 %4 
£)f6 is sound, since if White avoids 
the repetition by 15 #113, then 

15.. .b5 16 e5 dxe5 17 fxe5 <5Y15 «> and 
after an exchange on d5 his queen 
will be attacked) 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 
£>e8 16 Axe7 #xe7 17 4le4 £\xd3+ 
(17...Ab7 18 £>xc5 #xc5 19 Hhel 
£>c7 20 #h4 2a7 21 £>d2 £sd5 22 
£)e4 ± Lanka-Pulkis, corr 1985) 18 
2xd3 Ji.b7 is unclear, Olthof-Deneu- 
ville, corr 1985. 

11 Axb5 

There are various other possibili¬ 
ties, and White should certainly look 
at these since the main line appears 
to be good for Black: 

1) 11 Axf6 and now: 

la) ll...gxf6 12 f5 (12 £>f5 exf5 

13 £>d5 #a5 14 #g7 2f8 15 Ad3 
Ab7 16 £>xe7 &xe7 + Martincevic- 
Diister, Wurzburg 1987) £se5 13 fxe6 
fxe6 14 #h3 *f7 15 Ae2 Ad7 16 
Ah5+ £lg6 17 Shfl b4 18 £>ce2 ± 
Martincevic-Holzschuh, Wurzburg 
1987. 

lb) ll...Axf6 12 Axb5 0-0 (or 

12.. .axb5 13 £sdxb5 #b8 (13...#c6 

14 2xd6! #c5 15 e5 Ae7 16 #xg7 
±} 14 £)xd6+ <*f8 15 e5 Ae7 16 f5 


exf5 17 £ixf5 #xe5 18 #xe5 £sxe5 
19 £>xe7 &xe7 20 £id5+ &d6 21 
£>b6+ I 4 ) c6 22 4)xa8 ± Bjerring-Van 
Wely, Munich 1993) 13 Axd7 Axd7 
14 e5 (14 2d3 2ab8 15 2hdl 2fc8 
16 £ib3 Ac6 17 2xd6 Axe4 18 2d7 
#c6 19 27d6 #a8! + Kell-de Fir- 
mian, USA 1987) dxe5 15 £ie4 exd4 

16 £ixf6+ &h8 17 £>h5 2g8 18 2xd4 
2ac8, Ivanovi6-de Firmian, VrSac 
1983, 19 c3 ±. 

lc) Il...&xf612e5(12#xg72g8 
13 <S)dxb5 axb5 14 <2lxb5 #c5 T) 
dxe5 13 fxe5 £)d7 14 Axb5 0-0 15 
Axd7 (15 Ac6?! 2b8 162hel £>b6 

17 2d3 £>c4 18 <5la4 2d8 19 #f4 
Af6 20 £>f3 2xd3 21 #xc4 2xf3 22 
gxf3 Axe5 + Meiers-Petkevich, 
USSR 1985) Axd7 16 £>e4 2ab8 17 
2d3 #b7? (17...2b4 ±) 18 £>f6+ 
Axf6 19 exf6 #xb2+ 20 &dl! g6 
21 #g5 #bl+ 22 &d2 1-0 Belluire- 
Pulkis, corr 1991. 

2) 11 2el h6 (ll...b4 12 <2)d5! 
exd5 13 exd5 <5)b8 14 Axf6 gxf6 15 
#g7 2f8 16 Ad3 &d8 17 2e3 ± 
Stasano-Sukhanovsky,USSR 1983) 
12 Ah4 g5 °°is untested in practice. 

3) 11 Ad3 b4 (ll...Ab7 trans¬ 
poses to line A2) 12 £)bl Ab7 13 
2hel g6?! 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 £>h5 

16 #e3 £sc5 17 g4 fogl 18 Af6 ± 
Pinter-Ungureanu, Bucharest 1976. 

11 ... axb5 

12 £)dxb5 (D) 

12 ... #b8 

Other moves are bad, for example 

12...#c5 (12...#b6 13 e5 dxe5 14 
fxe5 4)xe5 15 #xe5 0-0 16 Ae3 #b7 

17 Ad4 £se8 18 2hel f6 19 #e4 
#a6 20 a4 ± Popescu-Cimpeanu, 
corr 1986) 13 e5 dxe5 (13...£>h5 14 
#f3 dxe5 15 Axe7 &xe7 16 #xa8 
+— Heinola-Anttila, corr 1983) 14 
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fxe5 £ie4 (14...&xe5 15 Ae3 £>h5 

16 Axc5 £>xg3 17 £>c7+ &f8 18 
2d8#) 15 £*xe4 Wxb5 16 Axe7 *xe7 

17 #g5+ 1-0 Herbrechtsmeier-Mer- 
magen, corr 1982. 

13 e5 dxe5 

This is the most natural move, but 
13...2a5 14 exf6 gxf6 may also be 
playable. After 15 £}d4 fxg5 16 £ic6 
®a8 17 £>xe7 <£>xe7 18 f5 2xf5 19 
Wxd6+ <£e8 20 2hel ®a6 21 Wd4 
2g8 22 £>e4 2f4 23 g3 2xe4 24 
2xe4 #xa2 Black was clearly better 
in the game Strenzwilk-Renet, St 
Martin 1992. 15 Ah6 2xb5 16 £>xb5 
®xb5 17 #g7 2f8 18 #xh7 Wh5 is 
more critical, with an unclear posi¬ 
tion. 

14 fxe5 £}xe5 

15 2hel &g6! 

The only good move. 15...£>ed7?! 
(15...fcc4? 16 ®c7 £>d5 {16...Ab7 

17 Wxc4 0-0 18 Af4 ±} 17 2xd5 0-0 

18 Axe7 1-0 VitolinS-Anetbaev, 
Riga 1975) 16 Af4 Wbl (16...e5 17 
2xe5 £ixe5 18 Axe5 Wb7 19 Axf6 
gxf6 20 %7 2f8 21 £>d5 4?d7 22 
%4+ &c6 23 Wc4+ Ac5 24 £>d4+ 
<£d6 25 £>c7! <&>xc7 26 ®xc5+ &b8 
27 £}c6+ winning) 17 Ad6 2a6?! 
(17...£>h5 18 ®h3 £>hf6 19 £>c7+ 
<&>d8 20 Axe7+ <£xe7 21 £>xa8 


®xa8 22 %3 «) 18 £>c7+ <£f8 19 
Axe7+ < 4 > xe7 20 £ixe6! gave White 
a very strong attack in Gusev-Zhur- 
avlev, USSR 1976. Detailed analysis 
of this spectacular game may be 
found in The King-Hunt by Nunn 
and Cozens. 

16 £>c7+ &f8 

17 <£xa8 #xa8 18 #c7 h6 19 Ae3 
£>e8 and Black has the advantage, 
Shirazi-Browne, USA Ch 1983. Vari¬ 
ous improvements over this game 
have been suggested (e.g. 18 h4), but 
these do not seem likely to alter the 
basic assessment that Black has an 
edge. 

C) 

10 Ae2 (D) 



This move was introduced in the 
famous game Keres-Fischer, Bled Ct 
1959. Keres had prepared an intrigu¬ 
ing queen sacrifice against the most 
obvious reply 10...b5, but Fischer 
found the best defence, which leads 
to an ending in which White can only 
hope to draw (however, see line 3b 
in the note to White’s 13th), and 
gradually outplayed Keres. These 
days 10 Ae2 is only played occa¬ 
sionally, and when it does appear the 
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modern treatment is not based on 
Keres’s queen sacrifice. 

10 ... b5 

For 10...h6 11 £h4 see chapter 10. 
Other moves are less accurate: 

1) 10...Eb8 11 Wg3 (11 g4 b5 12 
ikxf6 £)xf6 13 g5 4)d7 has been 
played a couple of times, but jLe2 is 
not very usefiil - indeed, it blocks an 
important retreat for the c3-knight) 
h6 (1 l...b5 12 e5 dxe5 13 fxe5 £)xe5 

14 ±f4 £>fd7 15 £>f3 +-) 12 i.h4 
transposes to line B of chapter 10. 

2) 10...0-0 11 g4 (11 Wg3) b5 12 
£xf6 £>xf6 13 g5 £>d7 (13...&e8 14 
i.d3 b4 15 £>ce2 Ab7 16 h4 e5 17 
£}f5 g6 18 £>h6+ <&h8 19 f5 ± Bot- 
lyan-Mihalik, Slovakia Cht 1995) 14 
h4 b4 15 £>bl £b7 16 <5M2 Bfc8 17 
£d3 £>f8 18 f5 exf5 19 #xf5 #c5 
20 £>2b3! We5 21 Ehfl ± d’Adamo- 
Telbis, corr 1992. 

11 £xf6 

As usual in the main line Najdorf, 
White has to act quickly. Alterna¬ 
tives: 

1) 11 e5 ib7 12 ®g3 (the queen 
sacrifice is hopeless without a pre¬ 
liminary exchange on f6 - 12 exf6? 
^.xf3 13 Axf3 gxf6 -+) dxe5 and 
now: 

la) 13 fxe5 Wxe5 14 Af4 #c5 

15 ±e3 (15 £>b3 #c8 16 <&a5 £>e4 
17 £>xe4 ±xe4 18 Ad3 £>c5 19 
#xg7 £>xd3+ 20 Sxd3 £.xd3 21 
Wxh8+ 3if% 22 c3 #c5 + Salomon- 
Hcrmanek, corr 1968) Wc5 16 JLf4 
#c5 17 Ae3 Wc8! 18 fihfl 0-0 19 
&d3 £k5 20 &g5 £>fe4! + G.Kuz- 
min-Gheorghiu, Riga IZ 1979. 

lb) 13 f5!? £\c 5 (13...^e4 14 
ftxe4 ^.xe4 15 ixe7 exf5, Bisco- 
Belan, Slovakia Cht 1995, 16 Ad3! 
Ec8 17 £d6! ®xd6 18 £)xf5 is 


winning for White; 13...b4 14 fxe6 
bxc3 15 exd7+ #xd7 16 Axf6 cxb2+ 
17 £>bl gxf6 18 Wg7 Ef8 19 &g4 
®a4 20 £)e6 Bc8 21 Bd8+ 1-0 Mish- 
naevsky-Beutel, corr 1993) 14 fxe6 
fxe6 15 jfilxf6 £xf6 16 ±h5+ g6 17 
£g4 Bisco-Pasko, Slovakia Cht 
1995, 17...iLg5+ 18 <4>bl Af4 and 
Black wins. 

2) 11 f5?! e5! 12 £>b3 b4! 13 
ixf6 £)xf6 14 £)d5 £>xd5 15 Exd5 
£b7 16 Eddl 0-0 + Roccetti-Rug- 
gieri, corr 1991 is a typical bad Naj¬ 
dorf position for White. He has no 
real control over d5, his dark squares 
are weak and Black has an automatic 
attack with ...a5-a4. 

3) 11 a3 Ab7 12 h4 0-0-0 (or 

12.. .£>c5 13 £xf6 £xf6 14 b4 &d7? 
{14...0-0! t) 15 £>dxb5 axb5 16 
^ixb5 Wc6 17 £>xd6+ <&e7 18 &b5 
1-0 Prast-de Korte, corr 1991) 13 
Axf6 ixf6? (13...4)xf6 is unclear) 
14 £)dxb5 axb5 15 £)xb5 Axb2+ 16 
&xb2 Wb6 17 Sxd6 £c6 18 2xc6+ 
1-0 Malinen-Jauhiainen, corr 1978. 

11 ... £>xf6 

Better than ll...gxf6 (but not 

11.. .Axf6? 12 iLxb5!) and now: 

1) 12 e5 Ab7 (12...d5 13 #h5! 
±) 13 #h5 fxe5 14 £>xe6 Wb6 15 
£hgl+ &f8 16 £\f5 ± Doplmayr- 
Knoll, corr 1994. 

2) 12 Wh5 £>b6 (12...£>c5 13 a3 
Sb8 14 f5 e5 {14...b4 15 axb4 Sxb4 
16 fxe6 +-} 15 £>d5 Wbl 16 £>e6 
£>xe6 17 fxe6 Axe6 18 Ehfl JLxd5 
19 Sxd5 ± Sarapu-Ibrahimoglu, 
Siegen OL 1970) 13 &f3 b4 14 &ce2 
e5 15 £>f5 &xf5 16 exf5 Ec8 17 c3 
bxc3 18 *hxc3 £>a4 19 Ad5 Ef8 20 
Ed3 #b6 21 ®e2 <&d7 22 fxe5 fxe5 
23 f6! ± Berecz-Orso, Hungary Cht 
1993. 
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12 e5 Ab7 (D) 



13 *g3 

This move is White’s current pref¬ 
erence. Keres’s queen sacrifice line 
runs 13 exf6 ixf3 14 Axf3 ixf6 
(14...Ec8 15 fxe7 b4 {15...#b6 16 
Shel h5 17 f5 e5 18 f6 g6 19 Exe5 
dxe5 20 Ac6+ 1-0 Rantanen-Den- 
man, Skopje OL 1972}, Bierwisch- 
Tobor, corr 1984, 16 4}ce2 d5 17 
Shel ±; 14...d5 15 fxe7 #xf4+ 16 
*bl <4>xe7 17 Axd5 Sac8 18 Ab7 
b4, Leveille-Lesifcge, Montreal 1995, 

19 £>e4! ±) 15 Axa8 and now: 

1) 15...£xd4 16 Sxd4 d5 17 
Axd5 (17 £ixd5 ^c5 18 Sd2 0-0 19 
Ab7 exd5 20 Axd5 #e3 + Buczin- 
ski-Jedrezejowski, corr 1993) trans¬ 
poses to the main line. 

2) 15...Wc4!? 16 £>e4 #xa2 17 
£}xf6+ gxf6 18 c3! d5 19 Ac6+ &e7 

20 Shel <&d6 21 f5 b4! 22 c4! ± 
Mokrishchev-Makarov, corr 1983. 

3) 15..A5 with a further branch: 

3a) 16 £>ce2 0-0 17 Ac6 Ax.d4 18 

£>xd4 Wxf4+ 19 ‘i’bl Wc7 is good 
for Black. 

3b) 16 Ac6+ (this line deserves 
more attention) and now: 

3bl) 16...4>e7 17 Shel #xf4+ 18 
<&bl <£>d6?! (18...Sd8! 19 £>xe6! 


fxe6 20 £>xd5+ Bxd5 21 Axd5 e5 

22 h3 ±) 19 Axd5! exd5 20 ^xd5 ± 
%5 21 £>xf6 Wxf6 22 £>xb5+ *c5 

23 Sd6! *f5 24 g4! #f4 25 Bedl 
#e4? 26 £>c3 #f4 27 Eld5+ &c4 
28 Bc6+ 1-0 Gild.Garcia-Browne, 
Las Vegas 1990. 

3b2) was Browne’s pro¬ 

posed improvement. His analysis 
continued ‘17 £>ce2 Axd4 18 £ixd4 
Wxf4+ 19 *bl Wd6 20 Shfl g6! ? 
(20...e5? 21 £>e6+! #xe6 22 Axd5 
=)’. However, 20...g6 runs into 21 
£>xe6+! ®xe6 22 Axd5, just as 
Browne gives after 20...e5 only in an 
even more unfavourable form since 
Black has lost his e-pawn! Con¬ 
versely, 20...e5 21 £>e6+ may be met 
by 21...4 > e7! and I do not see a good 
continuation for White. There is 
scope for further analysis here. 

3c) 16 Axd5 Axd4 (16...*f4+? 
17 *bl exd5 {17...Axd4 18 Ac6+ 
and 19 ^e2 ±} 18 £>xd5 %5 19 
Ehel+ *f8 20 £>c7 +-; 16...b4 17 
Ac6+ *e7 18 <&ce2Bd8 19Sd2! ±) 
17 Bxd4 exd5 18 Bel+ *f8 and al¬ 
though White has a temporary initia¬ 
tive, he cannot prevent Black from 
freeing his h8-rook, and then White 
has slightly the worse of a draw. Play 
may continue: 

3cl) 19 £>xd5 Wc5 20 c3 h5 
(20...g6 is also satisfactory, for ex¬ 
ample 21 f5 gxf5 22 Se5 *4?g7 23 
Bxf5 Sc8 24 5g4+ <4?h8 = McKay- 
Zuckerman, Dresden 1969, or 21 g4 
<&g7 22 g5 h6 23 h4 hxg5 24 fxg5 
Sd8 25 £tf6 Bxd4 26 Se8 Bd8 27 
Bxd8 We3+ drawing) 21 Se5 (21 
f5?! Sh6 22 f6 {22 Sde4 <£>g8 is at 
least equal for Black} gxf6 23 £if4 
h4 ¥ Keres-Fischer, Bled Ct 1959; 21 
£ib4 g6! =) g6 22 f5 <&g7 23 f6+ 
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^6 = (if 24 g4 then 24...b4!) is 
given by Fischer. 

3c2) 19 Se5 g6 20 ®xd5 #d6 
(20..Mai 21 c3 &g7 22 f5 gxf5 23 
£le3 #c7 = MeStrovic-Bukic, Yugo¬ 
slavia 1975, and 20... 1 tb8 21 2de4 
<£>g7 22 f5 gxf5 23 2xf5 2d8 = An- 
dersson-Donner, Berlin 1971, are 
ulso reasonable for Black, while 
20...#c5 21 c3 h5 transposes to the 
last note) 21 c3 &g7 (21...h5 22 
£)e3 Wf6 23 2de4 &g7 24 g3 2d8 ¥ 
Adams-de Keyser, corr 1977) 22 g4 
2c8 23 g5 Wd7! 24 f5 gxf5 25 2f4 
*a7! 26 2exf5 2c4 27 2fl 2h4 28 
2e5 ®c5 29 2ef5 Wf8 30 2el? (30 
2lf2 =) 2xh2 31 2e7 a5 32 2fe5 
WcS 33 <£e3 2f2 34 2d5 b4 35 c4 a4 
36 2ee5 s£?f8 37 c5 b3! 0-1 Richard- 
son-Zagorovsky, corr 1972. 

13 ... dxe5 

14 fxe5 

Not 14 «Txg7? 2g8 15 £>cxb5 (15 
£)xe6 #b6! -+ Wirschell-De Boer, 
Amsterdam Donner op 1995) WbO! 
(15...Wc5 16^xe6!2xg7 17^bc7+ 
'B r xc7 18 £>xc7+ *f8 19 £>xa8 
Axa8 20 fxe5 ± Garofalo-Simoni, 
corr 1978) 16 £lxe6 axb5 17 Axb5+ 
Ac6 18 Axc6+ W\c6 19 #h6 W\e6 
20 a3 2xa3 21 b3 2xb3 0-1 Sardella- 
Vaccari, corr 1988. 

14 ... <5)d7 (D) 

Better than 14...£ie4 15 £>xe6 
Ixe6 (lS.-.WxcS 16 £)xg7+ (not 16 
Wxg7?Aa3!+} &f8 17£)e6+ &e8 
18 ®xc3 £lxc3 19 £ic7+ &f8 20 
bxc3 2c8 21 £sd5 Ag5+ 22 4>b2 
2e8 23 Af3 2xe5 24 £lb4 ±) 16 
Ah5+ <4>f8 17 2hfl+ Af6 18 £>xe4 
Axe4 19 c3! (192d2?Wc4! 202df2 
Axc2 21 Wc3 {21 2xf6+ gxf6 22 
2xf6+ 4>e7 23 Wg7+ &d8 24 Wxh8+ 
£c7 —i-} Ad3 22 2dl 1^3+ 23 


bxc3 Ag6 ¥ Lange-De Rosa, Ham¬ 
burg 1993) and after taking on f6 
White will have an extra pawn. 



15 Axb5 

This piece sacrifice has led to a 
slight resurgence of interest in 10 
Ae2, but the latest analysis indi¬ 
cates that it is also inadequate for 
White. Other moves: 

1) 15 £lcxb5 axb5 16 Axb5 0-0 
(16...2xa2 17 &bl Ad5 18 Wxg7 
Sf8 also favours Black, for example 
19 c4 Axc4 20 b3 Axb3 21 Axd7+ 
#xd7 22 £)xb3 #a4 23 %3 2e2 24 
2d2 We4+ 25 #d3 Wxd3+ 26 2xd3 
2xg2 27 2c 1 f5 +) 17 £)xe6 fxe6 18 
2xd7 Wc5 19 Ad3, Artana-Soares, 
corr 1974, and now 19...2xa2 20 
Axh7+ A’hS wins for Black. 

2) 15'S r xg7'S r xe5 lOWxeS^xeS 
17 £¥3 <5)xf3 18 Axf3 Axf3 19 gxf3 
with an edge for Black. 

3) 15 Af3 Axf3 (15...0-0!? 16 
Axb7 {16 2hel!?} ®xb7 17 2hel 
{17 £)d5 Wxd5 18 £>f5 Ag5+! 19 
Wxg5 Wxe5 ¥} £>c 5 ¥ Morgado-Ri- 
cardi, Mar del Plata 1988) 16 gxf3 
(16 £)xf3 0-0 17 2d4 2fc8 18 2hdl 
£sb6 19 £)el b4 20 £ie4 £)d5 21 
2ld3 a5 ¥ Andreev-Kriukov, con- 
1962) g6 17 f4 Wb7 18 2hel (18 h4 
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0-0-0 19 £lf3 b4 20 £>e2 £>c5 21 
£>g5 Sdf8 22 We3 h6 23 £rf3 Sd8 ¥ 
Larsen-Portisch, Manila 1974) 4lc5 
(18...0-0-0 19 £>e4 *b8 20 £sb3 
£>b6 21 <S)d6!? Axd6 22 Sxd6 Sxd6 
23 exd6 £id5 24 f5 gxf5 25 £>c5 
Wc6 26 d7+ < 4>a7 27 Wh4 « Mor- 
gado-Sanakoev, corr 1978) 19 Wf3 
0-0-0 20 Wxb7+ &xb7 21 £tf3 h6 22 
Sgl 2xdl+ 23 Sxdl *c7 24 h4!? 
<S)d7 25 a4 b4 26 £>e2 £>b6 27 b3 
■SM5 ¥ Kling-Tenev Teno, corr 1992. 

15 ... axb5 

16 fodxbS(D) 



16 ... Wc5 

The best square for the queen, e.g. 

16.,.Wb6(16...Wxe5 17 S)c7+ <4>f8 
18 £>xa8 Wxg3 19 hxg3 Ag5+ 20 
*bl &e7 21 £sc7 Axg2 22 Shel +- 
Morgado-Carvalho, corr 1971) 17 
Wxg7 0-0-0 18 Wxf7 Ag5+ 19 &bl 
thxeS 20 Wg7 £ig6 and now: 

1) 21 a4 Ad2! 22 Shfl Af4? 
(22...Sdg8 ») 23 Sxd8+ Wxd8 24 
2xf4! £)xf4 25 We5 2f8 26 <&d6+ 
&b8 27 £icb5 &a8? (27...£sg6) 28 
Wc5 Wb8 29 Wb6 1-0 Morgado- 
Beretta, corr 1973. 

2) 212xd8+ Wxd8 22 2dl We7 
23 Wd4 Af4? (23...2d8 24 £id6+ 


2xd6 25 Wxd6 Wxd6 26 2xd6 ±) 24 
g3 Ae5 25 Wb6 Ab8 26 £sa4 £>e5 
27 Wa5! Ac6 28 #36+ 1-0 Rinaldi- 
Paredes Prats, corr 1991. 

17 Wxg7 Wxe5! 

The simplest solution to Black’s 
problems. The alternatives are risky: 

1) 17...2f8 18 2hel 0-0-0 (or 

18.. .2c8 19 £td6+ Axd6 20 exd6 
WfS 21 2d2 &d8 22 b3 Wf6 23 
Wxf6+ *hxf6 = Morgado-Celis, con- 
1973) 19 2d4 (19 g3 Af3 20 2d4 
Ac6 21 a4 &b8 22 b4 Wb6 23 Sedl 
Wa6 24 4id6 Axd6 25 exd6 Axa4 
26 b5 Axb5 27 Bb4 Wa3+ 28 Sb2 ± 
Pyda-Zolnierowicz, Polish Ch 1990) 
Ac6 20 a4 Eg8 21 Wxf7 Exg2 22 
Sedl &b7 23 Wxe6 (23 b4 Ag5+ 24 
&b2 We7 «>) £>f8 24 43d6+ ± Cella- 
Zabala, con 1986. 

2) 17...0-0-0 18 Wxf7 Ag5+ (or 

18.. .Axg2 19 Shgl Ac6 20 Wxe6 
Axb5 21 £>xb5 Wxb5 22 Wxe7 
Wxe5 23 Wa3 ± Borgognoni-Cas- 
sibba, con 1988) 19 &bl 4)xe5 20 
Wxe6+&b8 21 £>d6h5(21...Af4 22 
£)xb7 &xb7 23 g3 Ae3 24 £ie4 +- 
Salvadori-Maffel, con 1987) 22 <S)ce4 
Axe4 23 4)xe4 We7 24 Wb6+ &a8 
25 £)d6 +- Fernandez-Saez Vinas, 
con 1986. 

18 £ic7+ 

After 18 Wxe5 ^xe5 19 $)c7+ 
&f8 20 £>xa8 Axa8 21 Shel £>g4 
Black is at least equal. 

18 ... Wxc7 

Now 19 Wxh8+ £>f8 20 Wg8 Sa5 
leads to a position in which Black’s 
active pieces more than compensate 
for White’s nominal material advan¬ 
tage. Mischke-Braczko, con 1991 
continued 21 Shfl Ag5+ 22 i’bl 
Axg2 23 Sgl Wxh2 24 b4?? Wf4 0-1. 




10 &.xf6 


1 c4 c5 2 £*f3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £sxd4 
4)f6 5 £>c3 a6 6 i.g5 e6 7 f4 Wb6 8 
Wd2 Wxb2 9 Sbl #a3 (D) 



This position is the starting point 
lor the ‘main lines’ of the Poisoned 
Pawn. It is possible for White to de¬ 
viate on move 8 or 9, but apart from 
9 £}b3 these lines are not thought 
critical. While the Poisoned Pawn 
enjoyed decades of popularity from 
the 1950s to the 1980s, it has suf¬ 
fered a sharp decline in the closing 
years of the century. Partly this is due 
to fear of the vast amount of theory 
to be learnt, and partly it is due to 
lack of a really promising line for 
White. However, the Poisoned Pawn 
remains popular in correspondence 
chess. My own (very personal) opin¬ 
ion is that if there is a good line 
against it, then such a line will be 
based on 9 5^b3 rather than 9 Sbl. 
This view is based on the fact that the 


older 9 Sbl lines have been analysed 
to enormous depth without any re¬ 
ally convincing possibility emerging 
for White. One line after another 
has appeared promising for White, 
only for Black to devise a more accu¬ 
rate response and put White players 
back on the defensive. 

For this reason the lines with 9 
Sbl are currently of less importance 
than hitherto, although it must be 
stressed that Black should be thor¬ 
oughly familiar with them, if only 
because the slightest misstep spells 
instant disaster. 

After 9...Wa3 White can continue 
the attack in a variety of ways. 10 
Axf6, the topic of this chapter, is 
comparatively quiet; White breaks 
up Black’s pawns and then simply 
develops. The assumption is that 
Black’s continuing problems with 
his king will persist and allow White 
to gradually build up his attack. 
However, there is little convincing 
evidence to support this theory. 

10 $Le2, a line which was almost 
unknown before 1980, took centre 
stage during the 1980s. This line 
again aims for an e5 breakthrough, 
but only after White has completed 
his development by castling. It is 
considered in chapter 4, but cur¬ 
rently it is not thought critical. 

White’s most direct method is 10 
e5, which will be analysed in chapter 
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5. Although there are still many un¬ 
answered questions after 10 e5, the 
tides of fashion have turned against 
it and important developments have 
been few and far between in the 
1980s and 1990s. 

Finally we come to the main line 
10 f5. Eventually a supercomputer 
will probably tell us what the result 
should be, but until then readers will 
have to make do with chapters 6 and 
7. 

10 £xf6 gxf6 

11 Ae2 (D) 

Not 11 £5? (11 &d3? and 11 Ac4? 
are both met by ll..Mc5) .&h6! and 
Black has a clear advantage after 12 
#xh6 ®xc3+ 13 m2 Wxd2+ 14 
&xd2 &e7, Bannik-Tolush, USSR 
Ch 1957, or 12 #d3 £>c6 13 fxe6 
fxe6 14 £}xc6 bxc6 15 e5 dxe5 16 
Wh3 0-0, Stankovic-Bangiev, Pula 
1990. 



Now there are two main lines: 

A: ll...£>c6 
B: lL.Jk.g7 

Or 1 l...h5 (it is unnecessarily com¬ 
mittal to play ...h5 so soon) 12 0-0 
£}d7 (Black could try to reach line A 
by 12.,.£>c6, but if ...^ic6 is the plan, 


it is better to play it at move 11)13 
*hl (13 Af3 £>c5? 14 e5! fxe5 15 
fxe5 dxe5 16 £>b3 Wb4 17 *hl £>a4 
18 £>xa4 Wxa4 19 #g5! ± Spasov- 
Tukmakov, Ybbs 1968, but 13...Wa5, 

13.. .Wc5 and 13.. Jk.e7 have all been 
suggested as improvements) £}c5 
(13...Wc5 14 2f3 &e7 15 2h3 h4 16 
f5 £>b6 17 £idl! Simagin-Stein, 
USSR Ch 1961 appears promising 
for White) 14 2f3 (14 e5!? is a better 
chance, by analogy with Spasov- 
Tukmakov above) #a5 15 £ib3 (15 
f5 Ad7 16 £tt>3 £>xb3 17 2xb3 Ac6 
18 fxe6 fxe6 19 2xf6 tfe5 = Jime- 
nez-Tringov, Leningrad 1967) Wc7 
16 £>xc5 dxc5 17 f5 ±d7 18 fxe6 
fxe6 19 e5!? Wxe5 20 2e3 (20 2xb7 
4.d6 21 2h3 h4 «) Ah6 21 Wxd7+ 
&xd7 22 2xe5 fxe5 was better for 
Black in Velimirovic-Tringov, Osi- 
jek 1978, although White held the 
draw. Playing ...£k!7 appears illogi¬ 
cal to me. Black has to move the 
knight again in order to develop his 
c8-bishop, and Black does not chal¬ 
lenge the centralised knight on d4. 

A) 

11 ... £>c6 

Current theory considers this best; 

Black is assured of a satisfactory 
game with little risk. 

12 £>xc6 

Or 12 £>b3 (12 2b3 lfe5 13 £>xc6 
bxc6 14 f5 exf5 15 0-0 Ae6 16 2b7 
fxe4 17 2xf6 0-0-0 +, Novopashin- 
Korchnoi, USSR Ch 1962) with the 
alternatives: 

1) 12...h5 13 0-0 ±d7 14 2f3 and 
now 14...0-0-0?! 15 *hl h4 16#el 
gave White attacking chances in 
Kupreichik-Mukhin, Kiev 1970, but 

14.. .2c8! 15 &hl b5 was fine for 
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Black after 16 Sel &e7 17 Sh3 h4, 
as in Tukmakov-Platonov, USSR Ch 
1970, or 16 2h3 h4 17 Wei &g7 18 
Sdl £>e7, Tal-Sakharov, USSR Ch 
1969. 

2) 12...Wb4 (threatening to ex¬ 
tract the queen by ...Wb6) 13 We3 
fta5 14 £M4 Wa3 (this looks rather 
odd, but it isn’t clear who has lost 
more time) 15 0-0 JLd7 16 f5 Wc5 17 
Ixe6 fxe6 18 *hl Sc8 19 Wf2 £g7 
20 e5 0-0 -+ Rohde-Schroer, New 
York 1986. 

3) 12...i.g7 13 f5 (13 0-0 f5! 14 
cxf5 Wb4 is at least equal for Black, 
Rossetto-Panno, Mar del Plata 1962) 
0-0 14 0-0 transposes to line B. 

Playing 12 £ib3 is inconsistent, in 
that 9 £>b3 often induces Black to 
continue ...Wa3 without any neces¬ 
sity for Sbl. Here White has played 
both Sbl and £>b3, a combination 
which amounts to the loss of nearly a 
whole tempo. 

12 ... bxc6 

13 0-0 Wa5 

Or: 

1) 13...&g7 14 *hl 0-0 (14...d5 

15 exd5 f5 16 Sb3 Wd6 17 We3 cxd5 
18 £\xd5 0-0 19 £}b6 Sb8 was level 
in Lhagvasuren-Pigusov, Ulan Bator 
1984, but not 14...Wc5+ 15 *hl f5 

16 exf5 exf5 17 £>a4 Wd4 18 Wxd4 
JiLxd4 19 Sdl t Bronstein-Suetin, 
USSR Ch 1966) 15 Sb3 (15 f5 Wa5 
16 Sf3 exf5 17 Wxd6 Ae6 18 Sbfl 
fxe4 19 £lxe4 We5 20 .fi.d3, Zinser- 
Buljovcic, Reggio Emilia 1966, and 
now 20...Wxd6 21 £ixd6 &xa2 22 
Sh3 h6 23 £tf5 Ae6 is equal accord¬ 
ing to Mari6) Wa5 16 Wxd6 Sa7 17 
Ba3 5d8 18 Sxa5 Sxd6 is ±, but 
Black held the draw in Matanovic- 
Minic, Vrnjafcka Banja 1962, and 


Matanovic-Tringov, Kecskemet Z 
1964. 

2) 13...h5 14 *hl (14 f5?l Wc5+ 

15 *hl We5 16 Wd3 d5! 17 exd5 
$Ld6 18 Wh3 exd5 19 £>a4 Sb8 20 
Sbel &f8 21 c3 We4 T Grosar-Ftac- 
nik, Vienna 1986) Wa5 15 Sb3 Ae7 
(15...h4 16 h3 Ae7 17 Af3 *f8 18 
Wf2 d5 19 exd5 cxd5 20 f5 Wc5 21 
Wd2 Sa7 22 £ixd5! ± Chekhov-De- 
mentiev, Riga 1976) 16 We3 (16 Wd4 
d5 17 exd5 cxd5 18 £ia4 Sh6! ¥ 
Olthof-Barlov, Lifcge 1981) h4 17 
Ag4 d5 (17...*f8!?) 18 exd5 cxd5 
19 f5 Wc5 20 We2 Wc4 21 fxe6 Wxe 2 
22 exf7-f = Yoffe-Lubin, Leningrad 
1972. 

3) 13...d5?! is much more risky, 
for example: 

3a) 14 &hl Wa5 15 f5 Ab4 (the 
move 15...&g7 has been suggested, 
but 16 exd5 cxd5 transposes to 3b) 

16 Bb3 dxe4 17 Wd4 Axc3 18 Bxc3 
e5 19 We3 Ad7 20 Bc5 Wd8 21 
Wxe4 0-0 22 Bxe5! Ae6 23 fxe6 
fxe5 24 exf7+ 1-0 Mini6-Korchnoi, 
Yugoslavia v USSR match 1963 

3b) 14 exd5 cxd5 15 f5 Wa5 16 
*hl ±d6 (16...Ag7 17 Bf3 0-0 18 
Sbfl Ad7 19 Bg3 &h8 20 &h5 
Bac8 21 Bff3 h6 22 Bxg7 &xg7 23 
Sg3+ &h7 24 Ag6+ *g7 25 &h7+ 
1-0 Parma-Ramirez, Torremolinos 
1963) 17 fxe6 Axe6 18 Sxf6! Ae5 
19 Wh6! with a very dangerous at¬ 
tack, Shmuter-Timoshenko, Niko¬ 
laev Z 1993. 

14 £>hl Ae7 

14...d5?! transposes to line 3a of 
the previous note. 

15 15(D) 

Or 15 We 1 (15 Sf3 Sa7! 16 f5 
Sb7 17 Sbfl h5 18 ±c4 d5 is at 
least equal for Black, Parma-Bertok, 
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Vrnjacka Banja 1962) and now both 

15.. .H5 16 #g3 <&f8 17 Sb3 h4 18 
«f3 d5 19 exd5 (19 i.d3! f5 20 exf5 
exf5 21 &dl «) exd5 20 h3 f5! 
Brodsky-Zagorskis, Berlin 1993 and 

15.. .2a7 16 Bb8 ®c7 17 2b3 Sb7 
18 ®g3 Sxb3 19 axb3 #a5 20 &dl 
<&f8, Brodsky-Zilbershtein, St Pe¬ 
tersburg 1993 were fine for Black. 



15 ... h5! 

Better than the old line 15...exf5 
16 exf5 ±xf5 17 &xa6! (not 17 .&f3? 
0-0 18 ^.xc6 2ac8 and now 19 Jibll 
Sxc3 20 2xf5 2b3! 0-1 Maric-Gli- 
goric, Belgrade 1962 or 19 Wd4 
#e5! 20 Wxe5 fxe5 21 £kl5 i.h4! +, 
Gunsberger-Stanciu, Romanian Ch 
1964) Wxa6 (17...2xa6? 18 2b8+ 
±68 19 ®xd6) 18 2xf5 d5 19 2el 
®b7 20 Wh6! (20 2xf6 0-0 21 
®g5+ <S?h8 22 We5 ±xf6 23 Wxf6+ 
&g8 24 2e3 2fe8 25 #g5+ <S?h8 26 
®f6+ V2-V2 Matanovic-Bertok, Yu¬ 
goslav Ch 1962) 0-0-0 21 Wh3 ®d7 
22 £ia4 and Black’s king is still very 
exposed, Molli-Gonzales, corr 1964. 

The move 15...h5! may seem 
slow, but both sides suffer from a 
shortage of constructive moves. In 
particular Black doesn’t want to play 
...±61 or ...2a7 for fear of the white 


rook penetrating to b7 or b8. More¬ 
over, Black’s king is going to have to 
stay in the centre. The move ...h5 not 
only prepares a possible safe spot for 
the king at f8, but also creates threats 
of its own. The idea is to play ...h4 
and attack h2 by ...We5, ...d5 and 
...±66. White must generate threats 
quickly, but the solid wall of black 
pawns across the centre makes this 
tricky. 

16 ®d3 

16 ±f3 e5 17 ®d3 ®c7 (17...h4 
18 Wc4 Wc5 19 ®xc5 dxc5 20 £te4 
is also ±) 18 2b3 2b8 19 2xb8 Wxb8 
20 «c4 Wc7 21 2bl and White has 
more than enough compensation 
for the pawn, Velimirovic-Gavrikov, 
Vr§ac 1985. However the move 

16.. .e5 is dubious because it cuts out 
Black’s main plan; instead he should 
meet the threat of e5 by the simple 

16.. .6.8!, for example 17 2b3 2a7 
(17...We5 and 17...h4 are also prom¬ 
ising) 18 Wfl 2b7 19 £>e2 2xb3 20 
axb3 exf5 21 exf5 65 + Ziegler-Mag- 
nusson, Rilton Cup 1988. 

16 ... h4 

Black is slightly better, for exam¬ 
ple: 17 ®h3 (defending h2 in ad¬ 
vance; 17.&g4 is met by 17...2g8 18 
±h3 We5 19 £>61 d5 followed by 
..Jkd6) exf5! 18 exf5 d5 (this ma¬ 
noeuvre is Portisch’s imaginative 
idea; once Black has transferred his 
bishop to e5 he will have an extra 
pawn and a positional advantage) 19 
2b3 (despite the open black king 
White cannot prevent the bishop 
transfer) id6! (more accurate than 

19.. .<&f8 20 2f4 ±66 21 2xh4 2xh4 
22 Wxh4 <&e7, although this was 
also very good for Black in Wed- 
berg-Portisch, Amsterdam 1984) 20 
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Wg4 (White cannot even take the h- 
pawn) *f8 21 £>a4 2b8 22 #d4 
Ae5 (not 22...2xb3? 23 #xf6) 23 
Wc5+ Wxc5 24 £>xc5 a5 25 2xb8 
i.xb8 26 2bl Ac7 (not 26...i.d6 27 
2b6!) 27 ±d3 &e7 28 £>a6 &d6 29 
£>xc7 &xc7 and Black has a won 
ending, Grosar-Nunn, Lugano 1987. 


B) 

11 ... Ag7 (D) 



At one time this was thought bet¬ 
ter than ll...£>c6, but the endings 
arising in line B2 below are now 
considered to be slightly better for 
White. While these endings are by 
no means forced, it has cast a shadow 
over ll...ig7, with the result that 
11 ...£ic6 is now thought safest. 

After 1 l...ig7 there are two im¬ 
portant lines: 

Bl: 12 f5 
B2: 12 0-0 

Or 12 2b3 #a5 (not 12...Wc5? 13 
fta4) 13 f5 (13 0-0?! £5) 0-0 14 0-0 
ftc6 15 £>xc 6 bxc6 16 fxd6 and 

now: 

1) 16...2a7!? 17 2a3 (17 ®xc6 
2c7 18 #a4 Wxa4 19 £ixa4 2xc2 = 


or 17 #f4 2e8 18 ±g4 #c5+ 19 
Wfl Af8 20 fxe6 fxe6 21 £>a4 
#xf2+ 22 2xf2 £5 = Pietzsch-Kava- 
lek, Leipzig 1965)#b6+!?(17...2d8 
18 2xa5 2xd6 19 e5 2d4 20 exf6 
ixf6 21 fxe6 $Lg7 and Black should 
have no trouble defending the end¬ 
ing, Balashov-Christoph, Hastings 
1965) 18 *hl 2d8 19 2b3 #a5 could 
be a draw by repetition after 20 2a3. 
2) 16...exf517±c4(17#xc6&e6 

18 £>d5 fxe4 19 c4 Wd2 20 £te7+ 
<&h8 21 Wxe4 f5,1.Zaitsev-Krogius, 
USSR Ch 1962 and now the bulletin 
and other sources give 22 We3 losing 
White’s queen, but the move actually 
played must surely have been 22 
Wd3 ?; 19...f5! looks even better for 
Black) f4 (17...Sa7!7) 18 »xc6 Ha7 

19 £>d5 £e6 20 <&hl with some ad¬ 
vantage for White, Stein-Bronstein, 
Leningrad 1962. 

Bl) 

12 f5 0-0 

Or: 

1) 12...&h6?! 13 #d3 Wc5 14 
fxe6 (14 Sdl £>c6 15 £}xc6 bxc6 16 
Wxd6 Wxd6 17 Sxd6 &e7 18 Sd3 
Sb8 = Flores-Geller, Santiago 1965) 
fxe6 15 Ag4! Sg8! (15...£>c6?! 16 
£>xe6 JLxe6 17 Jixe6 £>b4 18 Sxb4 
Wxb4 19 0-0 ±) 16 ±xe6 Sxg2 17 
JLxc8 Sd2! (17...»xc8? 18 £*15 £*17 

19 Wh3 ± Pandavos-Bogda, Thessa¬ 
loniki OL 1984) and now: 

la) 18 Wg3! Wxd4 19 &xb7 Ag5 

20 £>e2! Wc4 21 Wg4 Wxc2 22 0-0 
+- (O’Kelly). 

lb) 18 Wf3 #xd4 19 &e2 We3 
20 Wxe3 JLxe3 21 Axb7 Sa7 22 Hb3 
JLg5 23 h4 ±h6 24 &d5 £>d7 25 
Hgl ± Arnaudov-Tringov, Plovdiv 
1967. 
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2) Black should certainly avoid 
12...£te6 13 G)xc6 bxc6, hoping to 
transpose to line A, because of 14 
2b3! Wc5 (14...Wa5 15 Wxd6 2a7 
16 2b8 2c7 17 fxe6 fxe6 1-0 Wed- 
berg-Hiinerkopf, Stockholm 1986) 
15 £ia4 We5 16 £>b6 2b8 17 £>c4 
Wal+ 18 *f2 Wxhl 19 £>xd6+ *f8 
20 2xb8 Wxh2 21 2xc8+ 1-0 Olthof- 
Ihlebaek, corr 1985. 

13 0-0 

13 2b3 Wa5, transposing to 12 
2b3 above, is also possible. 

13 ... 

14 &b3 

14 £}xc6 bxc6 15 ^hl transposes 
to the analysis of 13...Ag7 in line A. 

14 ... £>e5 

This position is fine for Black, for 
example 15 Ad3 (15 £>d4 b5 16 <&hl 
Jid7 17 Ah5 2ac8 «> Parma-Fischer, 
Bled 1961) Ad7! (15...Wb4 16 a3 
Wb6+ 17 4>hl 2d8 18 &e2 d5 19 
fxe6 fxe6 20 exd5 £ Matulovic- 
Minic, Yugoslav Ch 1965) 16 £ie2 
2ac8! + (16...&h8?! 17^g3 2ac8 
18 &h5 W*a2 19 £>xg7 &xg7 20 
$3d4 « Nunn-Portisch, Tilburg 1982) 
since 17 £>g3 is met by 17...Wxa2 
threatening ...£)xd3. 

B2) 

12 0-0 

The best move. 

12 ... f5 

Black is well advised to play this 
move if White permits it, as 12...0-0 
allows 13 2f3! with good attacking 
chances (13 f5 leads to B1 above). 

13 2fdl (D) 

13 ... £>c6 

Black should consider deviating 
from the main line either here or on 
the next move, or else he will end up 



in a depressing ending. The alterna¬ 
tive is 13...0-0 (13...fxe4? 14 £>xe4 
d5 15 f5! or 13...«fc5? 14 £>a4) 14 
exf5 (14 &hl fxe4 15 f5 exf5 16 <£M5 
e3 17 Wei £te6 18 Wg3 &h8 19 Wh4 
£}xd4 20 2xd4 Wc5 + Ivanovi6-Por- 
tisch, Niksic 1983) exf5 (14...£te6 
15 £>xc6 bxc6 16 f6! Axf6 17 <&e4 
Ag7 18 2b3 Wa4 19 £lxd6 is better 
for White, Parma-Bogdanovic, Yu¬ 
goslav Ch 1965) 15 £kl5 <&c6 16 
&xc6 (16 c3 Wa5 17 £lb6 2b8 18 
Af3 £>xd4 19 cxd4 Wxd2 20 2xd2 
2d8 21 d5 Ac3 22 2d3 Aa5 23 2a3 
Ad2 24 g3 V 2 -V 2 Ljubojevi6-Ribli, 
Bugojno 1984) bxc6 17 £>e7+ ^?h8 
18 <&xc8 2fxc8 19 Wxd6 (19 Wd3?! 
Wc5+ 20 &hl 2e8 21 Wc4 Wxc4 22 
Axc4 2e4 23 Axf7 2f8 T Parma- 
Fischer, Rovinj-Zagreb 1970) Wxa2 
(19...We3+ 20 *fl Se8 21 Wd2 is 
minutely better for White) 20 Wc5 
with a very slight plus for White. 

14 £}xc6 Axc3 
14...bxc6 15 Sb3 Wc5+ 16 *hl 
(it is natural to hide on hi, but 16 
*fl d5 17 £a4 Wa7 18 Sg3 Af6 19 
exf5 exf5 20 c4! Ae6 21 Wc2 was 
unclear in Ziatdinov-Kaiumov, Tash¬ 
kent 1984) 0-0 17 £>a4 (17 Wxd6 
Wxd6 18 Sxd6 e5, Matanovi6-Bron- 
stein, Wijk aan Zee 1963, may be 
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very slightly better for White) #f2 
18 Bf3 Wa7!7 (18...Wh4 19 exf5 
exf5 20 £>b6 2b8 21 £>xc8 2fxc8 22 
£xa6 Se8 23 Be3 Sxe3 24 #xe3 t 
Parma-Barczay, Sarajevo 1969) 19 
#xd6 fxe4 20 2g3 Wf2 21 f5 &h8 

22 Sxg7 (22 £>b6 «xb6 23 Sxg7 
<4>xg7 24 f6+ *xf6 25 Wxf8 ± has 
been proposed, but 22...exf5! 23 
£}xa8 #xe2 is very good for Black) 
*xg7 23 Bfl «xe2 24 f6+ &g6 25 
Wg3+ &h5 26 We5+ <&>g6 27 Wg3+ 
V 2 -V 2 Ankerst-Bogdanovic, Vuko- 
var 1966. 

15 We3 bxc6 

15.. JLb2 16 Wb6 bxc6 was tested 
in the correspondence game Sauer- 
mann-Lorincz, 1991 which eventu¬ 
ally proved better for Black after 17 
exf5 ±f6 18 Wxc6+ &e7 19 Wxa8 
We3+ 20 &hl Wxe2 21 Wc6 Bd8 22 
fxe6 ixe6. However, improvements 
are not hard to find, for example 17 
Wxc6+ &e7 18 Wxa8 We3+ 19 <&hl 
Wxe2 20 Wc6 2d8 (20...£a3 21 e5! 
is crushing as 21...dxe5 loses to 22 
Wc7+ &f6 23 Sel) 21 e5! d5 22 
Wc7+ (22 Wc5+ is also good) Ad7 

23 2d3! Sg8 24 Bgl! and Black has 
no defence to the threat of 25 Wd6+ 
followed by 26 Wb8+ and 27 Wxb2 
or 26 2b3. 

16 Bb3 Wc5 

The critical position, which can 
lead to various endings. However, all 
these endings give White an annoy¬ 
ing edge and in my view they are 
best avoided by Black: 

1) 17 2xc3 Wxe3+ 18 Bxe3 and 
now: 

la) 18...&e7 (18...d5 19 exf5! 
0-0 20 f6 is good for White, as is 

18...fxe4 19 2xd6 f5 20 Bxc6 4>e7 
21 2b3) 19 exf5 2d8 (19...Bg8 20 


f6+ &d7 21 i.h5 2f8 22 Bg3 fol¬ 
lowed by 2g7 is strong) 20 fxe6 fxe6 
21 iLg4 Bf8 22 &xe 6 Axe6 23 2del 
2f6 24 f5 with a clear plus for White. 

lb) 18...&d7 19 exf5 exf5 (after 

19.. .6c7 20 i.h5 Bf8 21 f6 £.d7 22 
Bg3 2g8 23 Bdd3 Baf8 24 2xg8 
Bxg8 25 Bg3 Bxg3 26 hxg3 i.e8 27 
g4 a march by the white king up the 
h-file will be very awkward) 20 
Bed3 (20 c4 Bb8 21 Bed3 2e8 ±) d5 
(20...<&c7 21 Bxd6 2e8 ±) 21 c4 
4 ) e7 22 cxd5 cxd5 23 2xd5 ie6 24 
2a5 2hb8 25 2d2 and Black has a 
difficult defensive task ahead, Vel- 
imirovi6-Fta5nik, Banja Luka 1983. 

2) 17 Wxc5 dxc5 18 2xc3 fxe4 
19 2xc5 .&d7 (Stean recommends 

19.. . < &e7, but this also fails to equal¬ 
ise completely, for example 20 2xc6 
Bd8 21 2xd8 &xd8 22 ^f2 ±) 20 
2e5 f5 21 g4 (The Najdorf for the 
Tournament Player's suggestion of 

21 £x4 &e7 22 g4 2hg8 23 Bxd7+ 
( ^’xd7 24 &xe6+ fails after 24...<^16 
25 ^.xg8 2xg8 26 g5 2xg5+) 2g8 

22 &f2 fxg4 and now: 

2a) 23 2xe4 h5 24 &g3 &e7 25 
2e5 (25 &M\ retains an edge for 
White) h4+ 26 *xh4 Bh8+ 27 2h5 
Bxh5+ 28 <&xh5 Bh8+ 29 &xg4 
2xh2 30 2d2 a5 31 <2?g3 Bhl 32 
£c4 Bel 33 2e2 Bxe2 34 £.xe2 
V 2 -V 2 Parma-Fischer, Havana 1965. 

2b) 23 f5 ( 4 > e7 is nothing, e.g. 
24 Jic4 ^f6, 24 fxe6 Axe6 25 £c4 
Bg6 or finally 24 Bxe4 Baf8 25 
Axg4 &d8. 

2c) 23 &g3 <&e7 24 Ac4 Bgf8 
(24...Bg7? V 2 -V 2 Lehmann-O’Kelly, 
Solingen 1968, but 25 f5 d?f6 26 &f4 
would have been good for White) 25 
Bxe4 and White retains a nagging 
edge. 



1 e4 c5 2 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
£>f6 5 £>c3 a6 6 Ag5 e6 7 f4 »b6 8 
Wd2 Wxb2 9 2bl ®a3 10 Ae2 (D) 



In the mid-1980s this was one of 
White’s main lines against the Poi¬ 
soned Pawnc White’s plan is to com¬ 
plete his development by Ae2 and 
0-0, then try to break through by f5 
or, more frequently, by e5. Play is 
very complex and the assessment of 
the main lines depends on long and 
complex tactical variations. How¬ 
ever, it soon became clear that Black 
has at least one satisfactory defence, 
and this caused the variation to suffer 
a steep decline. 

10 ... Ae7 

There are three alternative moves: 
1) 10...£>c6 (a dubious move) 11 
£)xc6 bxc6 and now: 

la) 12 0-0 d5 (12...Ae7 trans¬ 
poses to line 2 in the note to Black’s 
11th move below) 13 ^hl! Ac5? 


(13...Ab4 14 Axf6 gxf6 15 2b3 
®a5 16 f5 is given as unclear by Lo- 
bron, with the idea 16...dxe4 17 Wd4 
Axc3 18 Bxc3 #e5 19 Wxe5 fxe5 

20 f6 and here Lobron claims ±) 14 
Axf6 gxf6 15 exd5 f5 (15...cxd5 
16 £>xd5 exd5 17 Bb3 Wa4 18 #xd5 
+-) 16 Ah5 cxd5 17 £>xd5 Sa7 
(17...exd5 18 Wxd5 Ba7 19 We5+ 
wins) 18 2b8 0-0 19 Bb3 #a4 20 
£tf6+ &g7 21 #el! Sh8 22 #h4 h6 
23 Sdl Wa5 24 2g3+ <&f8 25 *hhl+ 
&e8 26 #f6 1-0 Lobron-Hulak, In¬ 
donesia 1983. 

lb) 12 e5 £>d5 13 £>xd5 cxd5 
(13...exd5 14 0-0 dxe5 15 fxe5 Ae7 
16 Bb3 Axg5 17 ®xg5 #c5+ 18 
&hl 0-0 19 Bg3 g6 20 Ad3 ± Tsa- 
turian-Perfanov, corr 1985) 14 0-0 
with three branches: 

lbl) 14...Ae7 15 Axe7 &xe7 16 
f5 h6 17 fxe6 fxe6 (17...Axe6 is bet¬ 
ter, but still very good for White) 18 
#f4 dxe5 19 #xe5 Sg8 20 #c7+ 
Ad7 21 Bb3 1-0 Krivtf-Hallier, corr 
1984. 

ib2) 14...h6 15 Ah4 dxe5 16 fxe5 
#c5+ 17 <&hl Ae7 18 Axe7 #xe7 
19 2b3 2a7 (19...0-0 20 2g3 <&h7 

21 2f6 with a deadly attack) 20 2g3 
g6 21 Ad3 and White’s initiative is 
worth more than a pawn, Weinzetti- 
Opl, Eggenburg 1981. 

Ib3) 14...dxe5 15 fxe5 Ae7 (the 
line 15...Ba7 16 Bb3 Wa4 17 ffc3 
Wd7 18 Ah5 g6 19 Af6 also gives 
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White good compensation) 16 2b3 
#c5+ 17 £>hl 0-0 18 i.f6 i.xf6 19 
exf6 2e8 20 2c3 with more than 
enough for the pawn. 

2) 10...£>bd7 11 0-0 #35?! (both 
Il...i.e7andll...#c5 12<&hl£.e7 
transpose to lines considered later in 
the chapter; 11...b5 12 e5 dxe5 13 
fxe5 £)xe5 14 2xf6! gxf6 15 Axf6 
£>g6 16 <5)cxb5! +-) 12 f5! e5 13 
i 5)e6 fxe6 14 fxe6 jLe7 (14...£>c5 15 
2xf6 gxf6 16 &h5+ &d8 17 £id5! 
+-) 15 exd7+ JLxd7, Wedberg-Jak- 
obsen, Copenhagen 1983, and now 
16 £.xf6 gxf6 17 £h5+ <&d8 18 
2xb7 was a simple way to get the 
advantage, e.g. 18...2c8 19 2xd7+ 
i>xd7 20 i.g4+ si’dS 21 i.xc8 *xc8 
22 2b 1 ±. 

11 0-0 (D) 



Now Black has three main replies: 

A: 1 l...h6 
B: 11. .Mc5 
C: 11...4)bd7 

Of the other lines, only 11...'#a5 
should be taken seriously (indeed, it 
appears rather promising for Black): 

1 ) 11 ... 0 - 0 ?! is bad because of 12 
e5! dxe5 13 fxe5 <S)fd7 14 <5)e4!? 


£ixe5! (14....&xg5 15 #xg5 #a5 16 
£tf6+ <5)xf6 17 £sf5!) 15 2b3 Axg5 
16 #xg5 f6! 17 SM6+ 2xf6 18 2xf6 
#c5 19 2f4!. 

2) Il...£k612&xc6(12e5?#c5 
13 exf6 gxf6) bxc6 13 e5 dxe5 14 
fxe5 #c5+ 15 *hl #xe5 16 ±f4! 
and now: 

2a) 16...<S)e4? 17 £ixe4 Wxe4 18 
Af3 #c4 19 &d6! f5 (19...2a7 20 
&xe7 2xe7 21 #06 f6 22 4h5+ g6 
23 2xf6 wins after 23...gxh5 24 2b8 
or 23...2f8 24 Ae2 #d5 25 2xf8+ 
*xf8 26 2fl+ <4>e8 27 #f4) 20 2fdl 
2a7? (20...i.xd6 21 #xd6 22 
#c7+ &f6 23 2b6! ±) 21 2b4 #xa2 
22 £.xe7 &xe7 23 #d4 1-0 Van der 
Wiel-FtaCnik, Arhus 1983. 

2b) 16...#a5 17 Af3 &d7 (or 
17...0-0 18 £>d5 #d8 19 £>xe7+ 
#xe7 20 i.xc6 2d8 21 #a5 2a7 22 
i.b8 ±) 18 Sb7! #d8 (18...Sc8 19 
Ag5 #d8 20 £.xf6 £.xf6 21 £>e4 
Sc7 22 £>xf6+ gxf6 23 Sb3 h5 24 
Sd3 &e7 25 #a5 *f8 26 £.xc6 *g7 
27 Sg3+ 1-0 Selke-Thieme, corr) 
with the branch: 

2bl) 19 &a4 0-0 20 &b6 e5, Van 
der Wiel-Fedder, Plovdiv Echt 1983, 
and now 21 ,&e3 e4 22 &.e2 wins a 
piece. 

2b2) 19^e4^d5 20^id6+l.xd6 
21 &xd6 &c8 (21...Wc8 22 Sc7!) 22 
Sxf7 Wxd6 23 Bxg7 wins for White 
according to Christiansen, for exam¬ 
ple 23...We5 24 Wh6 ±d7 25 #h4 
—. 

2b3) 19 Sdl £>d5 20 ±xd5! 
cxd5 21 £ixd5 exd5 22 Wxd5 0-0 
(22...JLb5 23 Sxe7+ forces mate in 
a further six moves) 23 2xd7 WeS y 
McCambridge-Ftacnik, New York 
1983, gives White some advantage, 
for example 24 &c7! (preventing 
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...Sd8) Af6 25 c4 and the c-pawn is 
very dangerous. 

3) ll...Wa5 12 f5 (12 e5 dxe5 13 
fxe5 Wxe5 14 Af4 Wa5! 15 Af3 
^bd7 16 &hl Wd8 17 Sxb7? Axb7 
18 Axb7 £>c5! 19 Ac6+ £rfd7 20 
£>e4 0-0 21 Axa8 Wxa8 22 Ad6? 
£>xe4 0-1 Cigan-Ribli, Portoroz- 
Ljubljana 1985; even the relatively 
better 17 Axb7 Axb7 18 Sxb7 Sc8 
is +) and now: 

3a) 12...0-0 13 £>d5 Wd8 14 
£>xf6+ Axf6 15 Axf6 gxf6 16 Eb3 
is good for White. 

3b) After 12...e5 13 £>b3 the con¬ 
tinuation 13...Wb6+ 14 Ae3 Wc7 15 
g4 h6 16 h4 d5 17 £>xd5 £lxd5 18 
exd5 ?M7 19 c4 was ± in Wu-Grosz- 
peter. Lucerne Wcht 1985. However, 

13...Wd8 14 Ae3 £>bd7 15 g4 h6 16 
^cl $Sc5 17 Af3 was played in 
Hava-Rubi Pajares, corr 1989, and 
after 17...b6 followed by ...Ab7 we 
reach a position which resembles an 
ordinary Sicilian, except that White 
has no b-pawn! 

3c) 12...&C6! 13 fxe6 (13 Ae3 
£>e5 14 fxe6 fxe6 15 £tf3 b5 16 Sb3 
£ieg4 17 e5 dxe5 18 £}xe3 

V 2 -V 2 McDonald-Szekely, Budapest 
1995; Black is better in the final po¬ 
sition) £>xd4 (13...fxe6 14 £>xc6 
bxc6 15 Af3 transposes to a vari¬ 
ation of Timman’s line in chapter 6 
thought good for White) 14 Wxd4 
Wxg5 15 exf7+ *f8 16 £>d5 £>xd5 
17 exd5 and White eventually won 
in the game Iodice-Schettini, corr 
1990, but after 17...iLf6 Black is 
clearly better. 

A) 

11 ... h6 

12 Ah4 


Compared to line C below, some 
tactical possibilities for White are 
eliminated (for example, White can¬ 
not play Wh6+ if the black king flees 
to f8). On the other hand the bishop 
can often drop back to f2 to make life 
awkward for Black’s queen. 

12 ... £>bd7 (D) 

12...£>c6 (12...£>xe4? 13 £>xe4 

Axh4 14 2b3 ±) is also playable, the 
point being that the line 13 £>xc6 
bxc6 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 Wc5+ 16 
*hl Wxe5 17 Ag3 (see ll...£te6 
above) offers Black much better 
chances now that White’s queen is 
undefended, for example 17...Wa5 
18 Af3 £>d5 is possible. The only 
practical test was Salov-Glusenko, 
Alma Ata 1982, which continued 13 
Af2 $M7 14 f5 Ag5 15 Wei &xd4 
16 Axd4 Af6 17 e5 Axe5 (The Naj- 
dorf for the Tournament Player 
naively commented that 17...£>xe5 
18 Eb3 Wa5 19 Ab6 wins, even 
though 18...£kl3! gives Black the ad¬ 
vantage; however, 18 £te4! is genu¬ 
inely dangerous for Black) 18 Axe5 
£>xe5 19 Wg3 exf5 20 Wxg7 Sf8 21 
Wxh6 Wxc3 22 Wxd6 and now 

22...£}c6! offers Black good defen¬ 
sive chances, because White has to 
take time out to meet the threat of 
...Wd4+. 

13 e5 

There are various other moves: 

1) 13 <&hl Wa5 14 f5 and now: 
la) 14...e5 (14...£>xe4 15 fxe6! 
£>xd2 16 exf7+ &d8 17 £te6#) 15 
£>e6! fxe6 16 fxe6 £>f8 (16...0-0 17 
exd7 Axd7 18 Exb7 ±; 16...g5 17 
exd7+ Axd7 18 Ael Wc7 19 £id5 
£}xd5 20 Ah5+ &d8 21 Wxd5 gives 
White excellent compensation for 
the pawn; 16...£}c5 17 Exf6 gxf6 18 
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.&xf6 and 16...^b6 17 2xf6 cer¬ 
tainly give White some dangerous 
threats, but whether these are enough 
to give him the advantage is not so 
clear), Incelli-Svendsen, corr 1984, 
and now 17 2xf6 gxf6! 18 £h5+ 
4>d8 19 -4i2! wins Black’s queen for 
insufficient compensation. 

lb) 14...£>e5 15 fxe6 fxe6 16 
Ah5+ 4M7 (16...£>xh5? 17 £xe7 
&xel 18 4id5+) and now: 

lbl) 17Axn+*xf7 18Wd3!(18 
e5 dxe5 19 £>f3 e4 20 £>xe4 Wxd2 
21 £>e5+ &g8 22 £>xd2 *h7, Lo- 
bron-Portisch, Indonesia 1983, and 
now 23 a4! would have given White 
good drawing chances, but this is 
hardly a recommendation) 2f8?! 19 
e5 dxe5 (19...lTxe5 202bel Wh5 21 
Qf5 !? exf5 22 #c4+ &g6 23 2xe7 «) 
20 Whl ! exd4 21 £>e4 4>e8 22 *xg7 
£\d5 23 c4!! (a fantastic move) dxc3 
24 Jixel 2xfl+ 25 2xfl £>xe7 26 
2f7 (the point: there is no mate on 
el) #b4 27 £>f6+ <&>d8 28 Wf8+ 
&c7 29 2xe7+ 4>b8 30 £>d7+ <&c7 
31 *hb6 +! 4 , xb6 32 2xb7+ and wins, 
Erlandsson-Stypka, corr 1988. 

Ib2) 17 e5 dxe5 (17...£>xh5 18 
&xe7 4>xe7 19 ^f5+ <&>e8 20 £>xd6+ 
£>xd6 21 #xd6 #xc3 22 2bdl #a5 
23 2f3 g5 and now White can force a 


draw by 24 Wd3 £if4 25 2xf4 gxf4 
26 ®g6+; in Goldberg-Butze, corr 
1985 White played for a win by 24 
2a3 Wxa3 25 #xa3 and succeeded 
after 25...£>g7 26 #d3 *f7 27 2fl+ 
±, but 25...£if4 oo is better) 18 Axf6 
gxf6 (18...&xf6? 19 &xe6! £.xe6 20 
#d6 Axa2 21 £\xa2 #xa2 22 2b3 
1-0 David-Miiller, corr 1984) and 
Black has good defensive chances. 

2) 13 £g3 ©c5 14 Af3 Wa5 15 
e5 dxe5 (15...4)fd7 16 exd6 .&xd6 
17 £ic6 ±) 16 4lc6 Wc7 17 £)xe7 
Wxe7 18 fxe5 £)fd7 19 2b4 £>d3 20 
Sg4 with a dangerous attack, Nicht- 
Heinel, corr 1987. 

3) 13 f5 e5 14 £)e6 (unsound) 
fxe6 15fxe6£lf8(15...£ic5 16i.h5+ 
^8 17 Sxf6 gxf6 18 ^.xf6 £)xe6 
19 Axh8 £g5 20 Wei £tf4 21 ±f3 
Ac6 22 h4 Ae7 23 &g7 Sc8 24 
£)d5 Axd5 25 exd5 2xc2 26 Axh6 
£>h3+ 27 *hl £>f2+ 28 *gl &xh4 
+ G.Hartmann-Hunerkopf, Bundes- 
liga 1984/5) 16 £xf6 gxf6 17 £>d5 
£)xe6 18Sb3 Wc5+ 19&hl £>g520 
ji.h5+ 'i'dS -+ Fischer-Leuner, corr 
1988. 

4) 13 2f3 and now: 

4a) 13...Wc5 14 JLf2 Wc7 15 2g3 
2g8 (15 ...£ic5 16 Af3 g6 17 £)b3 
<2)cd7 18 2dl h5 19 2h3 2g8 20 
Ae2 b5 21 e5 dxe5 22 fxe5 £>g4 23 
^.xg4 hxg4 24 2d3 with strong pres¬ 
sure for White, Mi.Tseitlin-Kremen- 
ietsky, USSR 1962) 16&f3 2b8 17 
a4 *f8 18 £e3 b6 19 e5 dxe5 20 
?)c6 exf4 21 .£Lxf4 e5 22 JLxh6 gxh6 
23 Wxh6+ &e8 24 £>d5 i.c5+ 25 
*hl Wd6 26 £)xf6+ £ixf6 27 2dl 
1-0 Iodice-Agazzi, corr 1991. 

4b) 13...Wa5 14 jLf2 and now: 

4bl) 14...Wc7 15 2g3 2g8 is un¬ 
tested. 
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4b2) 14...g5!? 15 f5 £*5 16 fxe6 
fxe6 17 Bxf6! jkxf6 18 £3xe6 .&xe6 
19 «xd6 £>f3+! 20 i.xf3 We5 21 
i.h5+ i.f7 22 i.xf7+ <S?xf7 23 
Bxb7+ ^?g6 was unclear in Kengis- 
Veingold, Tallinn 1983. 

4b3) 14...b5 15 <£c6 Wcl 16 £>xe7 
&xe7 17 a4 bxa4 18 Sg3 Bg8 19 
Wd4 a3 (19...e5!?) 20 e5 dxe5 21 
fxe5 Wxe5 22 W&4 Wd6 23 Sdl 
£>d5 24 £ixd5+ exd5 25 Be3+ &f8 
26 Wa5 and Black is in trouble de¬ 
spite his three extra pawns, Roose- 
Sprinkhuizen, corr 1991. 

13 ... dxe5 

14 fxe5 £3xe5 

15 i.xf6 i.xf6 

This is the same position as in line 
C below, except that Black’s pawn is 
on h6 instead of h7, a change which 
favours Black for two reasons, both 
of which are relevant after 16 Bxf6 
gxf6 17 5)e4. Firstly, 17...We7 18 Wf4 
may be met by 18...£kl7 19 £kl6+ 
^f8 and there is no check on h6, and 
secondly after 17...f5 18 £>xf5 exf5 
19 £}f6+ &e7 White cannot play 
Wg5. Indeed, these factors are so im¬ 
portant that Black is probably al¬ 
ready better, so White should adopt 
one of the alternative 13th moves. 

16 £>e4 

There is little else as Bxf6 is bad 
as explained above, but now Black 
gains the advantage: 16..JLd8 17 
i.b5+ (17 Wf4 i.c7,17 £>b5 i.b6+ 

18 &hl axb5 19 &xb5+ <&f8 20 Bb3 
Wei and 17 Bb3 Wei 18 Bg3 <&g6 

19 i.h5 0-0 20 i.xg6 fxg6 21 Bxf8+ 
Wxf8 22 Bxg6 .£.b6 are all good 
for Black) axb5 18 £>xb5 Wa5 19 
£>bd6+ 4>f8 20 Wf2 (20 Wf4 f6!) 
Wa7! 21 Wxa7 Bxa7 22 £>xc8 Ba8 
23 £>cd6 b6 24 Bb5 Ba5 and Black 


has the better endgame, Van der 
Wiel-Portisch, Tilburg 1983. 

B) 

11 ... Wc5 

12 &hl 

This position after ll...Wc5 has 
been reached numerous times, and 
on every occasion bar one White 
has played 12 &hl. In Petrushin- 
Magerramov, Moscow 1991, how¬ 
ever, White came close to refuting 
the whole variation: 12 £>a4!? Wa.1 
(12...£>xe4 13 We3 Wa5 14 £>b6 ±; 
12...Wc7 13 £>b6 Ba7 14 #e3 ±) 13 
*hb6 £fc6 14 Ji.xf6 gxf6 (14....&xf6 
15 £}xc6 bxc6 16 Wxd6 4—) 15 &hl 
Bb8 16 f5 e5 17 £tf3 h5 18 i.c4 Bh7 
19 Sfdl with enormous pressure 
for the sacrificed pawn. Black won 
this game in the end, but at this stage 
his position looks awful. In view of 
this Black should probably adopt the 
move-order 10...£>bd7 11 0-0 Wc5 
12 ^hl £iel if he wants to reach this 
line. 

12 ... £>bd7 (D) 



13 f5 

Or: 

1) 13 Bf3 and now Black has a 
choice between three moves: 
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la) 13...h614fih3Wc715f5(15 
flfl Sg8 16 £.xf6 £>xf6 17 Sg3 
Ad7 18 We3 e5 19 £)f5 £.xf5 20 
exf5 Sc8 21 Sbl b5 with advantage 
to Black, Lanka-Gavrikov, USSR 
1983) e5 16 £ie6 fxe6 17 fxe6 £>f8 
18 iLxf6 i.xf6 19 £>d5 Wd8 20 
i.h5+ g6 21 Wf2 1-0 Kivi-Tapani, 
corr 1989 (21...4)xe6 22 JLxg6+ 9^f8 
23 £lxf6 <£M'4 24 £)h5! wins). 

lb) 13...0-0 14 Sh3 (14 2g3 
*h8 15 Af3 Wc7 16 Sh3 2e8 17 
g4 £>f8 18 f5 £d7 19 kh4 2ac8 20 
2b3 jLd8 +, Kengis-Kaiumov, USSR 
1983) 2e8 15 2fl £lf8 (15...i.f8 16 
(5 is unclear) 16 f5 exf5 17 exf5 JLd7 
18 £.f3 d5 (18...£c6 19 £ixc6 bxc6 
20 i.xt'6 i.xt'6 21 £le4 2xe4! 22 
i.xe4 d5 ±) 19 2g3 &h8 (19...2ac8 

20 £lce2 &h8 21 £h6 ¥ Kengis- 
Novikov, USSR 1984) 20 £h6 g6 21 
£lce2 2ad8 22 fxg6 hxg6 23 h4 £>8h7 
¥ Pedersen-Poulsen, corr 1984. 

lc) 13...b5 (Black delays com¬ 
mitting his king to the dangerous 
kingside until he has made more pro¬ 
gress on the queenside) and now: 

lcl) 14 £>b3 Wc7 15 a3 £.b7 16 
2e3 2c8 17 £ld4 0-0 18 a4 b4 19 
2xb4 d5! —+ Cigan-De Wit, Schilde 
1982. 

Ic2) 14 f5 £ie5 15 2g3 b4 16 
JLxf6 j£.xf6 17 <S)a4 <S)c4! 18 Wxb4 
(18 £xc4 Wxc4 19 &b6 Wxa2 20 
Wxb4 iLxd4 21 £)xa8 0-0 is good for 
Black) Wxd4 19 Wxc4 0-0 20 Wxd4 
(20 2f3 exf5 21 exf5 i.d7 22 £>b6 
2ab8 23 Wxa6 £c6 24 2ff 1 ±e5 25 
2b3 Wh4 26 h3 Wg5 27 £g4 h5 + 
Kreimer-Fichaud corr 1990) Axd4 

21 Sd3 Ae5 22 £>b6 Sb8 23 Sdb3 ¥ 
Hellers-De Wit, Groningen 1984/5. 

Ic3) 14 Se3 i.b7 15 £.f3 4)b6 
16 £lb3 Wb4 (16...Wc7 17 £)a5 Sc8 


18 Wei £ic4 19 <S)xc4 Wxc4 20 e5 
A.xf3 21 Sxf3 b4? 22 2b3 Wc7 23 
exf6 gxf6 24 £sd5! +- Kuntermann- 
Butze, corr 1989) 17 Wei £>c4 18 
£id2 Wc5 19 £ixc4 Wxc4 20 e5 
Axf3 21 2xf3 b4 22 exf6 gxf6 23 
±xf6 ±xf6 24 £>e4 Jte 7 25 2xb4 
Wxc2 26 2c3 Wxa2 27 2c7 - Klo- 
vans-Gasseholm, corr 1986. 

2) 13 4)b3 Wc7 14 e5 dxe5 15 
fxe5 4)xe5 (15...Wxe5 16.£Lf4 Wf5 
17 £.d6 Wg618 £.xe7 *xc7 19 2bdl 
and White should win) 16 £.xf6 and 
now: 

2a) 16...£.xf6 17 2xf6! gxf6 18 
£>e4 We7 (18...£>d7 19 Wb4) 19 Wf4 
<5)d7 20 £id6+ *f8 (20...&d8 21 

4) a5 with the threat of 22 2xb7 is de¬ 
cisive) 21 Wh6+ S&gg 22 2dl £le5 
23 £e4 <S)g6 24 (Sg3!, Stashans- 
Zaklauskis, corr 1983 and White has 
a winning attack because 24...Wf8 
loses to 25 2d8 Wxd8 26 <5)h5 forc¬ 
ing mate. 

2b) 16...gxf6! 17£)e4f5 18£lg3 
id7 19 £>d4 2d8? 20 Wh6 2c8 21 
£>h5 £>g6 22 £>g7+ &d8 23 2fdl 
We5 24 Sxb7 jfi.d6 25 £>f3 ± Snij- 
ders-Daamen, corr 1990, but the ob¬ 
vious continuation 19...0-0-0! is a 
large improvement. 

3) 13 £f3 0-0 14 Sfdl Wc7 15 
Wei Se8 looks like a normal Sicilian 
except that White is missing a pawn, 
G.Andersson-Ekebjaerg, corr 1989. 

13 ... eS 

13...£)e5 14 fxe6 fxe6 15 -S.h5+ 
(15 Bxb7!? £xb7 16 £>xe6 Wc6 17 

5) xg7+ ^?f7 18 £)h5 favours White, 
but 15...£)f7! is harder to refute) 
£>f7?(15...£lxh5 16.fi.xe7 <&xe7 17 
Wg5+ is +— according to Lukacs and 
Hazai, but after 17...5?e8 18Wxh5+ 
g6 there is no clear-cut win for 
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White) 16 £xf7+ <&xf7 17 i.xf6 
J&xf6 18 e5 dxe5 19 £>b3 #e7 20 
£>e4 Sf8? 21 g4 b5 22 £>bc5 Ab7 
23 £>xb7 #xb7 24 «Tg2 &g6 25 g5 
£e7 26 2f6+! gxf6 27 gxf6+ &f7 28 
£)g5+ 1-0 Ivan-Spasov, Budapest 
1987. 

14 £>e6 

The only consistent move. 14 
£>b3 has been played a few times, 
but without any real success. 

14 ... fxe6 

15 fxe6 (D) 



15 ... £>b6 

Or: 

1) 15...£if8 (not recommended; 
Black may be able to scrape a draw 
with very accurate play) and now: 

la) 16 £e3 ®c6 (not 16...Wa5? 

17 2xf6 and White won in Agapov- 
Barkovsky, Leningrad 1983, since 
17...gxf6 18 &b6 ®a3 19 2b3 traps 
the queen; although Black gets two 
rooks in return White keeps his at¬ 
tack) 17 2xf6 gxf6 transposes to line 
lb. 

lb) 16 2xf6 (this should lead to a 
draw) gxf6 17 ike3 #c6 (17...#c7 

18 £ki5 #b8 looks dubious, but 19 
£.h5+ £>g6 20 £b6 £.xe6 21 £ic7+ 
&f7 22 £)xe6 ^?xe6 is not so clear 


since the obvious 23 ®d5+ < 4 > d7 24 
Wn fails to 24...f5! 25 exf5 Wg8 and 
Black wins) 18 2b6 Wcl 19 £>d5 
Wd8 (19...®b8 20 £h5+ £>g6 21 
^b4! is very dangerous) 20 Wc3 (20 
2b3 i.xe6 21 Ah5+ £>g6 22 &b6 
^d7 23 Wh6 *f7 -+ Wedberg-Sig- 
urjonsson, Reykjavik 1984) &xe6! 
(20...£>xe6? 21 Ah5+ &f8 22 £h6+ 
thgl 23 ^c7! +- Wedberg-Jakob- 
sen, Malmo 1984) 21 Ah5+ £\g6 
(not 21...£f7 22 <£c7+) 22 £k;7+ 
*f7 23 £>xe6 &xe6 24 ®b3+ &d7 

25 Ag4+! (the tempting 25 2xb7+ 
&e8 26 Ab6 Wc8 27 2c7 Wb8 28 
We6 Wd8 29 2b7 fails because of 
White’s weak back rank: 29...2b8! 
30 Axd8 2xb7 and Black wins) &e8 

26 £h6! 2b8 27 #a4+ *f7 28 #b3+ 
with a draw by perpetual check 
(analysis by Wedberg). 

lc) 16 Axf 6(D) (the bishop cap¬ 
ture is White’s best chance to play 
for a win) and now: 



lcl) 16...jhtf6 (apparently this 
move loses by force) 17 2xf6 gxf6 
18 i.h5+ £\g6 (18...*d8 19 e7+ 
*xe7 20 £\d5+ <&d8 21 #h6 £>d7 
22 %7, or 18...*e7 19 £>d5+ *xe6 
20 #h6 £>d7 21 #g7 and White 
wins in either case) 19 Wh6 Wix c3 
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(19...Sg8 20 #xh7!, or 19...Axe6 
20 Axg 6 + &d 8 21 #g7 Sg 8 22 
#xf 6 + ^d7 23 Af5 and wins) 20 
Axg 6 + hxg 6 (20...*d8 21 Af5 2e8 
22 Wxf 6 + &c7 23 Wf7+ &d 8 24 
c7+ 2xe7 25 #f 8 + wins) 21 tbch 8 + 
*e7 22 Wg 8 ! d5 23 #17+ <&d 6 24 
c7 Ad7 25 Wxf 6 + &c5 (25...Ae6 26 
cxd5 &xd5 27 2dl+) 26 #b 6 + <S?c4 
27 #xb7 +-. 

Ic2) 16...gxf6! 17 £>d5 Axe 6 (D) 
(after 17...£ixe6 18 Ah5+ &d 8 19 
#116 White has a dangerous attack, 
or 17...h5 18 2xf6! Axe 6 19 <S)xe7 
'±’xe7 20 #g5 1-0 Medeiros-Lima, 
corr 1987) and now: 



lc21) 18 Ah5+ £sg 6 (18...*d8 
19 £)xe7 *xe7 20 #h 6 2g8 21 
#xf 6 + &d7 22 Af7 <&c 6 23 #e7 ± 
Markov-Zuk, Toronto Ch 1972) 19 
#h 6 0-0-0! (or 19...Axd5 20 Axg 6 + 
and now 20...Af7 21 Axf7+ &xf7 22 
2xb7 wins for White, while 20..,^d7 

21 Af5+ &c7 22 exd5 gives White 
good compensation) 20 Axg 6 hxg 6 
(20...Axd5 21 Af5+) 21£>xe7+ &b 8 

22 #xg 6 Axa 2 is unclear. 

Ic22) 18 £)xe7 *xe7 19 #h 6 
£lg 6 (19...Qd7 20 #g7+ AH 21 
2xb7 Shf 8 22 Ag4 1-0 Beth-Heina 
corr 1988; 19...2g8 20 2xb7+ &d 8 


21 #xf 6 + &c 8 22 2e7 +- Wess- 
man-Johansson, Malmo 1986) 20 
%7+ *d 8 21 #xf 6 + £d7 22 %7+ 
&d 8 23 2xb7 2e8! (23 ...#06 24 
Ah5 2e8 25 #xh7 Ad7 26 Axg 6 
#xb7 27 Axe 8 +-) 24 «T 6 + &c 8 25 
2xh7 £lf4! 26 g3! (26 Ah5 #xc2 27 
#g7 2a7! -+) #xc2! (26...£ixe2? 
27 #xe 6 + mates; 26...Ah3 27 gxf4 
Axfl 28 Axfl +-; 26...Wc6 27 gxf4 
#xe4+ 28 Af3 #xh7 29 Axa 8 ±) 
27 #g7 £ixe2 28 #b7+ &d 8 29 
#b 6 + V 2 -V 2 Sanakoev-Kauranen, 
corr 1987. 

2) 15...0-0 (the safest move, lead¬ 
ing to a more or less a forced draw) 
16 exd7 Axd7 17 2xb7 £ig4! 18 
#d5+! (18 h3 2xfl+ 19 Axfl Hf 8 
20 Ae2 Axg5 21 #xg5 #c 6 22 
Axg4 #xb7 23 #e7 #b 6 ! T Selke- 
Tiemann, corr) #xd5 19 4lxd5 (19 
2xf8+ 2xf8 20 ^3xd5 Axg5 21 
2xd7 $M2+ 22 &gl £>xe4 23 Axa 6 
2f7 =) 2xfl+ 20 Axfl Axg5 21 
2xd7 £>f2+ 22 *gl £>xe4 23 Ac4 
(23 Ad3 £>c5 24 2xd6 2d8! is the 
same) &I 18 24 Ad3 £>c5 25 2xd6 
2 d 8 and Black holds the draw with- 
out difficulty. 

After 15...£ib6 Black is dicing 
with death, but in this case the gam¬ 
ble appears to pay off since White 
has equality at best. 

16 £xf 6 ! (D) 

Or: 

1) 16 2xf6 (not 16 Ae3? £>c4, 
nor 16 Ah5+? <5)xh5 17 Axe7 Axe 6 
18 #g5 #c7 19 Axd 6 #xd 6 20 
#xh5+ g 6 21 #g5 2f8 and Black 
wins, Peelen-Csema, Amsterdam 
1984) Axf 6 ! 17 Ah5+ (17 Axf 6 
Axe 6 ! 18 Ah5+ &d7 19 Axg7 2hg8 
+) &d 8 18 e7+ (18 Ae3 <5)c4 and 18 
2xb6 #xb 6 19 e7+ Axe7 20 Axe7+ 
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&d7! win for Black) <4>d7 19 Axf6 
gxf6 transposes to line 1 of the next 
note (which is good for Black). 

2) 16 ®d3 i.xe6 17 i.e3 ±cA 
(17...IM 18 Sxb6 Wxd3 19 i.xd3 
Sc8 followed by ...2c7 is at least 
equal for Black) 18 jLxc5 iLxd3 19 
&xd3 £>bd7 20 i.e3 2c8 ¥ Dobsa- 
Dormoy corr 1987. 



16 ... gxf6 

The alternative is 16..JLxf6 and 
now: 

1) 17 2xf6 gxf6 18 Wh6 (18 
i.h5+? &d8 19 e7+ &d7! 20 #h6 
&c7! 21 Wxf6 Ad7 22 2dl £.c6 23 
£ld5+ ^xd5 24 exd5 £.xd5 0-1 
Buzbuchi-Szekely, Hamburg 1984) 
&xe6! 19 Wxf6 (19 £h5+ <&d8! 20 
®xf6+ 4>c7 21 Wxe6 #xc3 -+) 
&d7 20 %7+ (20 4}a4 #xc2 21 
#xg7+ ^d8 22 #g5+ 'itdl is also a 
draw) <&c6 21 £a4 2ag8! 22 ®e7 
2e8 with a perpetual attack against 
White’s queen. 

2) 17 £h5+ &d8 18 2xb6 ®xb6 
19 £sd5 #d4 (for 19...Wc5, see line 
3) 20 Ka5+ b6 21 £ixb6 Wc5 22 
Wxc5 dxc5 23 4}xa8 jLxe6 24 2dl+ 
&e7 25 £>c7 £c4 26 £ld5+ &xd5 
27 Sxd5 Sb8 is equal, Filippelli- 
Travaglini, corr 1990. 


3) 17 5xb6 I'xb6 18 &d5 #c5 
19 £h5+ &d8 20 Hxf6 gxf6 21 e7+ 
< 4’d7 22 #a5! (the only move) 

23 e8®+ Sxe8 24 Wg7+ <4>c6 25 
£xe8+ *c5 26 Wg3 #d2 V 2 -V 2 De 
Jong-Langeveld, corr 1992 (27 #a3+ 
<&d4 28 ^4+ is perpetual check, or 
27 h3 &xh3 =). 

17 Exb6 

17 i.h5+ &d8 18 &f7 h5 (not 

18.. .6C7? 192xb6 +—; 18...£lc4 19 
Vd3 tti4 20 Wg3 %3d2 21 £id5 ») 
19 #d3 h4?! 20 2xb6! Wxb6 21 
£sd5 #d4 22 Wf3 b5? (22...2f8!? 23 
£\xe7 ixe6! 24 jLxe6 &xtl 25 #g4 
®) 23 £>xe7 +- Stachanczyk-Turlej, 
corr 1991. However, the simplest 
reply to White’s idea is 18...d5!? 19 
2xb6 #xb6 20 ^xd5 Wc5 21 £ixe7+ 
&xe7 22 Wh6 ilxc6 23 Wxf6+ &d6 
and Black is slightly better. 

17 ... #xb6 

18 £id5 

and now: 

1) 18...'@ f d4? (there are no small 
errors in such a position) 19 #h6 
£.xe6 (19...1 r xe4 20 £>xf6+ +-; 

19.. .6d8 20 £ixe7 £.xe6 21 Wxf6 
<4>d7 22 %7 Wxe4 23 £)d5+ &c6 24 
»c7+ *xd5 25 #xb7+ +-) 20 Wg7 
0-0-0? (20...i.xd5 21 #xh8+ £f8 

22 i.h5+ 4>d7 23 exd5 ±) 21 £lxe7+ 
4>b8 22 £ic6+! (this is why d4 is an 
inferior square for the queen) bxc6 

23 Ebl-i- and mates. 

2) 18...®c5 (White still has a 
dangerous attack, but Black can de¬ 
fend) 19 ih5+ (19 Wh6? Jk.xe6 20 
Wg7 0-0-0 21 ‘£>xe7+ <4>b8 -+ is 
good for Black) &d8 20 Wh6!? (20 
i.f7? h5! 21 Sf3 b6 22 Wei £b7 23 
Sc3 #d4 and Black won in Brodt- 
Szilagyi, corr 1984) i.xe6 (20...'S f b5? 
21 c4! ®xc4 22 Scl Wxe4 23 #g7 
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and wins) 21 Wg7 jbcd5! (21...Se8 
22 Axe8 £.xd5 23 exd5 <&xe8 24 
%8+ &d7 25 #xa8 ®xd5 26 Sbl 
&C7 is unclear; if Black can consoli¬ 
date without losing a pawn he will 
be doing well, but at the moment his 
king is exposed and his b- and h- 
pawns are weak) 22 Wxh8+ &cl 23 
#xa8 .&xe4 (the retention of the 
light-squared bishops favours Black, 
because his e4-bishop is very active) 
24 ®e8 d5 25 WfJ &b8 26 Af3! 
#b5! ¥ Peli-Delabie, corr 1990. 

The conclusion on ll...Wc5 has 
changed substantially since publica¬ 
tion of The Najdorffor the Tourna¬ 
ment Player , so a summary of the 
current opinion is in order: 12 £ia4 is 
very interesting, but can probably be 
circumvented by a different move- 
order. The main line is slightly bet¬ 
ter for Black after 15...£ib6; of the 
alternatives, 15...0-0 is drawish but 
15...£tf8 is dubious. 

C) 

11 ... £>bd7 (D) 

At one time the most popular 

move, it rather unfairly suffered a de¬ 
cline before the whole variation was 
more or less abandoned by White. It 
leads to a roughly equal position. 

12 e5 

The most direct continuation. 
Quieter methods should not cause 
Black any sleepless nights: 

1) 12 &hl h6 (12...0-0 13 2f3 
Wc5 14 2h3 b5 15 £.f3 2a7 16 e5 
dxe5 17 £>c6 2c7 18 £>e4 £>xe4 19 
£xe4 f6 20 £xh7+ 21 Wd3 

&e8 is unclear, Doldberg-Tiemann, 
corr 1984) 13 £h4 Wa5 14 #e3 «c5 
15 £>a4 Wcl 16 f5 e5 17 £>e6 fxe6 



18 fxe6 0-0 19 exd7 £xd7 20 £>b6 
2ab8 21 2xf6 £xf6 22 £id5 Wxc2 
23 2c 1 Wxcl+ 24 Wxcl Axh4 and 
Black is slightly better, Pinter-Sze- 
kely, Budapest 1971. 

2) 12 f5 and now: 

2a) 12...e5 with another branch: 
2al) 13 £>e6!? fxe6 14 fxe6 £>f8 

15 .&xf6(15 2b3 Wc5+ 16 Ae3 Wc6 
17 2b6 £}xe4 favours Black) gxf6 

16 *hd5 Wc5+ 17 ^hl JLxe6 is line 
lc2 in the note to Black’s 15th move 
in line B. This is an interesting idea, 
because if Black ends up playing 
...Wc5+ then we transpose into line 
B, but with Black having adopted the 
inferior continuation ...£if8. 

2a2) 13 £>b3 Wb4 14 £e3 £xe4 

15 £>xe4 ®xe4 16 £>a5 (16 Af3 
#a4 17 £d5 0-0 18 £>a5 £>c5 19 
£>xb7 Axb7 20 £xb7 £>xb7 21 
2xb7 ilf6 and Black is clearly bet¬ 
ter, Schnellingerhout-Timmermans, 
corr 1984) d5 17 £f3 Wxe3+18 Wxe3 
&c5 19 Wxc5 £>xc5 20 £.xd5 &e7 
21 2b6 2d8 22 c4 f6 23 £xb7 = 
Sax-Browne, Wijk aan Zee 1981. 

2b) 12...£>e5 (solid and good) 13 
fxe6 fxe6 14 &hl 0-0 15 2b3 ®a5 

16 £>d5 #xd2 17 £ixe7+ *f7 18 
Jixdl <&xe7 19 2g3 2f7 T Wedberg- 
H.Olafsson, Denmark 1982. 
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12 ... dxe5 

13 fxe5 £\xe5 

14 £xf6 

and now Black has a choice: 

El: 14..JLxf6 
E2: 14...gxf6 

El) 

14 ... jLxf6 

There is a good deal of practical 
and analytical evidence available on 
this move; it all points to the conclu¬ 
sion that Black cannot equalise. Per¬ 
haps his best chance is a possible 
improvement at move 17. 

15 Sxf6 gxf6 

16 £le4 #e7 

16...£ld7? (16...f5? 17 £tf6+ £>e7 

18 #g5 &d6 19 Bdl #c5 20 #e3 
+-) 17 2b3 #xa2 (17...#e7 18 £3c6 
bxc6 19 £td6+ <&d8 20 #a5+ £lb6 21 
#xb6+ *d7 22 2d3 wins) 18 5M6+ 
*f8 19 #c3! 4?g7 20 £i6f5+ exf5 
21 <&xf5+ *g6 22 #h3 1-0 Tim- 
man-Ljubojevic, Linares 1985. 

17 #14 

17 5b6!? is less convincing: 

1) 17...£\d7 18 £>d6+ *d8 19 
2c6!! (19 #a5 £ixb6 20 #xb6+ *d7 
21 £>xb7 &e8 22 £)c6 #d7 23 £)c5 
#d5! 24 i.f3 #d2 25 £)d3 *f8 isn’t 
completely clear) #f8 20 #a5+ 4e7 

21 £}4f5+ exf5 22 £)xf5+ *e8 23 
He6+ fxe6 24 &h5+ #f7 25 £kl6+ 
*f8 26 £>xf7 Sg8 27 #b4+ 4>g7 28 
#g4+ *f8 29 #xe6 +-. 

2) 17 ...0-0 18 #h6 £)g6 19 £)f5 
exf5 20 £>xf6+ #xf6 21 Sxf6 £.e6 

22 h4 ±. 

3) 17...h5! (the best move, taking 
h6 away from White’s queen) 18 #c3 
&f8 19 £sd6 £)c6 20 £ixc8 Sxc8 21 
jLxa6 #d8 22 Sxc6 Sxc6 23 £\xc6 


#b6+ 24 £id4 bxa6 25 #a3+ &e8 
26 #a4+ &e7 27 £>fl 2c8 28 #a3+ 
#c5 0-1 Gromotka-Kaniuth, corr 
1984. 

17 ... &d8 

Or: 

1) 17...£id7!? 18 £id6+ &d8 (not 
18...*f8 19 #h6+ &g8 20 2b3 and 
now 20...£te5 21 £ie4 £ig6 22 2b6! 
i.d7 23 4if5 exf5 24 £ixf6+ #xf6 

25 2xf6 or 20...#xd6 21 2g3+ 
#xg3 22 hxg3 with a clear plus for 
White in both cases) and now almost 
all annotators gave the line 19 2xb7 
£xb7 20 £>xb7+ &c8 (20...&e8 21 
£id6+ &f8 22 £ic6) 21 <£d6+ &c7 
22 £l6b5+ winning. Only Christian¬ 
sen noticed 19 2xb7 #xd6! 20 #xd6 
^.xb7 and matters are not entirely 
clear, e.g. 21 £h5 2f8 22 Axf7 (22 
c4 2c8 or 22 Af3 iLxf3 23 gxf3 
2g8+ 24 &f2 Sg5) Sxf7 23 £ixe6+ 
4?e8 24 thcl+ &d8 25 £>xa8 ilxa8 

26 #xa6 ±. 

2) 17...£lg6? 18 £lxf6+ &d8 19 
£ic6+ bxc6 20 #d4+ &c7 (20...i.d7 
21 #b6+ &c8 22 #b7+) 21 #b6+ 
4?d6 22 Sdl+ *c5 23 #d4+ <&>f5 24 
Sfl-t- &g5 25 #e3+ and White is 
winning. 

18 £ixf6 £\d7 

Not 18...£ig6? 19 £)c6+ bxc6 20 
#d2+ Ukd7 21#a5+ &c8 22 £.xa6+ 
winning. 

19 £>xd7 £.xd7 

Or 19...*xd7 20 £>xe6 fxe6 21 
2dl+ &c6 22 £f3+ &b6 23 #d4+ 
&c7 24 #e5+ &b6 25 2bl+ *a7 26 
#d4+ ^b8 27 #xh8 (the material 
balance is restored, but White has a 
decisive advantage) 2a7 28 #d4 a5 
29 £e4 2a6 30 #e5+ &a7 31 i.d3 
2c6 32 #xa5+ &b8 33 #e5+ *a7 
34 2b3 h6 35 h3 2c5 36 2a3+ &>b6 
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37 #b8 1-0 Oll-Zagrebelny, USSR 
1983. 

20 Sxb7 Sc8 

20...e5 21 £sc6+ &xc6 22 #d2+ 
$Ldl 23 Jtg4 wins. 

21 £sf3! f6 

22 iLxa6 (D) 



22 ... e5 

The other lines are also good for 
White: 

1) 22...Sxc2? 23 Sb8+ &c8 24 
£id4! e5 25 #f5 Hcl+ 26 *f2 +-. 

2) 22...Ef8 23 #d4! *e8 (23...e5 

24 Wb6+ *e8 25 Sxd7! &xd7 26 
&b5+ or 23...#g7 24 #b6+ &e8 25 
Sxd7! *xd7 26 i.b5+ *e7 27 #b7+, 
winning in both cases) 24 ji.b5 3d8 

25 #b6 e5 26 £>d2 f5 27 £lc4 Sf6 
28 Axd7+ Exd7 29 #b5 Se6 30 a4 
e4 31 *fl! #g7? (31...e3 32 *e2 
f4 33 £lb6 +- or 3l...f4 32 £lb6 +- 
would have put up a better fight but 
not changed the result) 32 2b8+ 1-0 
Tal-Fta£nik, Sochi 1982 (32...<&>e7 
33 #xd7+). 

3) 22...Sg8 23 JLb5 (23 #d4 
#g7!) #c5+ 24 *hl (24 <23d4 Ec7 
25 Sxc7 #xc7 26 #xf6+ <£>c8 27 
#e7! h6 28 ±a6+ ^b8 29 #b4+ is 
promising for White after 29...^aS 
30 i.f3 ± or 29...'S’a7 30 i.b5 #b7 


31 #c5+ &b8 32 3Lc6 ±) Ec7 25 
Eb8+ Sc8 26 2b7 2c7 27 2b8+ 
2c8 28 &xd7 (28 #xf6+! &c7 29 
#f4+ e5! 30 £lxe5! 2xb8 31 £>xd7+ 
#06 32 #xd6+ &xd6 33 £>xb8 2xb8 
34 a4 gives White winning chances) 
&xd7 29 2b7+ 2c7 30 Exc7+ #xc7 
31 #xf6 Eb8 32 #f7+ &d6 33 #14+ 
&d7 34 #f7+ &d6 V 2 -V 2 Kengis- 
Azmaiparashvili, USSR 1982. 

23 #d2 

White keeps some advantage after 
any black reply: 

1) 23...#c5+ 24 &hl #c6 25 
£lxe5! fxe5 26 #g5+ *e8 27 #xe5+ 
*f7 28 £c4+ &g6 29 £d5 +-. 

2) 23...&e8 24 #d5! 2d8 25 Jtb5 
2f8 (25...e4 26 £>d4 e3 27 i.xd7+ 
2xd7 28 2b8+ 2d8 29 #h5+ *f8 

30 2xd8+ #xd8 31 ?)e6+ wins) 26 
&h4 f5 (26...#f7 27 i.xd7+ 2xd7 
28 2b8+ <3?e7 29 £>f5#) 27 £tf3 
Manduch-Wittmann, corr 1983. 

3) 23...2f8! 24 &b5 #c5+ 25 
*hl 2c7 26 3b8+ *e7 27 2xf8 
#xb5 28 2h8 #fl+ 29 £>gl #f5 
(29...2b7 30 #d5! ±) 30 #b4+ <&e6 

31 c3 ±. 

In line El Black, by extremely 
precise play, can reach a position 
where he only has a modest disad¬ 
vantage. Only masochists need con¬ 
sider playing this variation with 
Black. 

E2) 

14 ... gxf6 

It is better to retain the important 
dark-squared bishop, and in this line 
Black can equalise by means of ac¬ 
curate play. 

15 £>e4 f5 

Not 15...i.d7 16 Exb7 2d8 17 
#f4 2f8 18 Jih5 f5 19 Exd7 2xd7 
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20 &xe6 fxe4 21 ®xe5 ®e3+ 22 
^hl «&d6 23 ®f5 +- Lukovnikov- 
Zilbershtein, Podolsk Cht 1993. 

16 2b3 Wa4 (D) 



17 £>xf5! 

The alternative 17 Wc3? has given 
rise to an immense amount of analy¬ 
sis, but the move is simply bad. The 
refutation runs 17...2g8! (we need 
not consider the complex alterna¬ 
tives 17.. JLd7 and 17...fxe4; curious 
readers may refer to The Najdorffor 
the Tournament Player for detailed 
coverage) 18 £\c5 £xc5 19 Wxc5 
&c6 20 £b5 (Black has excellent 
winning chances after 20 c4 Wa5 21 
Wd6 #d8 or 20 &xc6 #xc6 21 
#xc6+ bxc6 22 Af3 Sa7 23 £xc6+ 
$e7, while 20 £>xf5 exf5 21 2e3+ 
^.e6 22 Wxf5 loses to 22...0-0-0) 
axb5 21 £>xb5 and now: 

1) 21...Sa5 (this leads to a forced 
draw) 22 £>c7+ *d8 23 2dl+ £d7 
24 Wd6 £>e5 25 2xb7! (25 £>xe6+ 
fxe6 26 Wb8+ &e7 27 #xg8 #g4! ¥ 
Hort-Miles, London 1983) 2xg2+ 
26 *xg2 #e4+ 27 <4>gl ®xb7 (per¬ 
petual check will also arise after 

27...#g4+) 28 «f8+ <*xc7 29 #d6+ 
<&d8 V 2 -V 2 Miles-Hort, London 1983. 

2) 21...Ha5! and now: 


2a) 22 2a3 ®xb5 23 Wxb5 2xa3 
is good for Black. 

2b) 22 £>d6+ &f8 23 Sb5 Wa7 
24 2b6 &g7 25 2f3 h6 -+. 

2c) 22 #d6 f6 23 £)c7+ (23 2xf5 
exf5 24 2e3+ *f7 25 Wd5+ &f8 26 
Wd6+ <&g7 0-1 Pontecorvo-Van der 
Heijden, corr 1985) ^fS 24 £ixa8 
*xa8 25 2h3 Wa7+ 26 *hl 2g7 -+ 
Eriksen-Parades Prats, corr 1992. 

2d) 22 2h3!? is White’s last pos¬ 
sibility to scrape a draw, but it looks 
fairly desperate. The idea is that 

22.. .2.7 23 2a3 Wxb5 (23...«d2 24 
2f2 Wel+ is a draw) 24 Wxb5 2xa3 
allows 25 Wb2. However, simply 

22.. .h6! seems to be very strong. 
White cannot reply 23 2xh6 due to 

23.. .*d2, and 23 2dl f6 24 2xh6 
&f7 offers White inadequate com¬ 
pensation for the piece. 

17 ... exf5 

It isn’t clear whether this is better 
than 17...Wxe4, when play continues 
18 £>xe7 &xe7 19 2e3! (not 19 
Wg5+ &e8 20 2e3 Wd4 21 2dl h6! 
+) Wd5 20 ®b4+ ®d6 (20...<&e8 21 
Sdl *c6 22 2c3! a5 23 Wd4 Wd5 
24 ®e3 +-) 21 #h4+ &e8 22 Wf6 
2f8 23 2xe5 (White is a pawn down, 
but his pressure against Black’s ex¬ 
posed king more than compensates) 
Ad7 (or 23..Mel 24 #h6 ±d7, but 
after 25 Wxhl White retains some 
advantage) 24 Jkh5 We7 25 Wg7 &d8 
26 2xf7! 2xf7 27 £xf7 &c7! (not 

27.. .±e8? 28 2xe6! ®xf7 29 #g5+ 
<£>c8 30 #e5 &d8 31 #g5+ <&c8 32 
We5 &d8 33 #d6+ #d7 34 Wb6+ 
*c8 35 Wc5+ *d8 36 2d6 +- Lo- 
bron-Ribli, Zagreb 1985) 28 Wg3 
(28 *xh7?? 2f8 29 Ag6 »f6 -+) 
Wd6. Now Van der Tempel-Wagen- 
aar, corr 1991 continued 29 2c5+ 
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Ac6 30 Wxd6+ 4xd6 31 Sh5 2h8 
32 c4 h6 and Black even won the 
ending, but White shouldn’t have ac¬ 
quiesced so easily to the exchange of 
queens. He could have retained a 
slight advantage by 29 Wc3+ 4b8 
(or 29...4d8 30 Sel and Black’s 
king remains exposed) 30 2e3 4a7 
31 2d3 Wb6+ 32 ®d4, only offering 
to swap queens once Black’s king has 
been driven away* from the centre. 

18 £td6+ Axd6 

18.. .4.8 19 *h6+ 4g8 20 Ac4! 
is winning for White after 20...Axd6 
212g3+ &g4 22 2xg4+ or 20...Ae6 
21 Axe6 ®d4+ 22 4hl Axd6 23 
Wf6!#g4 24 Axf5. 

19 ®xd6 We4 

19.. .£fc6 20 Be3+ Ae6 21 Sxe6+ 
fxe6 22 Ah5#. 

20 2el £k6 

20.. .Ad7 (not 20...^c4 21 0b4 
Wd4+ 22 4hl Ae6 23 Axc4 +- Jan- 
czyszyn-Zgodka, corr 1993) is less 
accurate after 21 2b4! and now: 

1) 21...£>f3+ 22 4f2 ®xb4 23 
Wxb4 4)xel 24 Wxb7 4e7 25 *b4+ 
4f6 26 Wd4+ ± as Black’s king re¬ 
mains exposed. 

2) 21...We3+ 22 4fl 0-0-0 (not 

22...Ac6 23 Af3 Ab5+ 24 c4! Axc4+ 
25 Sxc4 Wxel+ 26 4xel £)xc4 27 
®c5 +-) 23 Ad3 ± 

21 4fl Ae6 

22 Ah5 

The only move, since 22 Af3 (22 
Adi Hd8! is also good for Black) 
2d8! 23 #c5 ®h4 24 g3 (24 2xb7 
£te7 threatens ...Wc4+) Wg5 25 2xb7 
£ie7 leaves White struggling for 
compensation. 

22 ... ®c4+! (D) 

After 22...2d8 23 ®xe6+ ®xe6 
24 Hxe6+ 4f8 25 2f6 2d7 26 2xf5 


2g8 27 2d3 2e7 28 4f2 White re¬ 
tains an edge, although there was no 
need for Black to lose as quickly as 
he did in Pisarev-Malykh, corr 1991, 
which concluded 28...h6 29 2df3 
£>e5 30 2xe5 1-0. 

After 22...#c4+, play may con¬ 
tinue 23 2d3 (23 2e2? £id8! 24 2e3 
2c 8 wins as the e2-rook is pinned) 
£hd8 and now: 

1) 24 Wd7+ 4f8 25 Wd6+ and in 
Pogrebniak-Guk, USSR 1986 the 
game ended in a draw after 25...4e8 
26 Wd7+ V2-V2. The other king moves 
give White at least a draw, for exam¬ 
ple 25...4g8 26 Ae2 f4 27 2g3+ 
fxg3 28 Wxg3+ 4f8 29 Wa3+ or 

25...4g7 26 Wg3+ (26 We5+ f6 27 
Wg3+ 4f8 28 Wd6+ 4g7 29 We7+ 
Af7 30 Axf7 £>xf7 31 4gl f4 32 
2e6 is met by 32...2he8! 33Wxf6+ 
4g8 -+) 4h6?! (26...*f8! 27 »d6+ 
=) 27 Ae2! We4 28 Adi ±. 

2) 24 Bxe6+!? ®xe6 25 Wd4 
2g8 (25...*e7 26 Wxh8 Wh6 «) 26 
2e3 2c8 (26...4e7 27 Bxe6+ fxe6 
28 #h4+ 4d6 29 Af3 =) 27 Bxe6+ 
£>xe6 28 Wb6 (28 Wd5 Hc6 29 #xf5 
Sg7 30 Af3 Bc7 =; 28 »f6 Bg6 29 
Axg6 hxg6 =) 4e7! 29 Wxb7+ Hc7 
with an equal position, Sidorenko- 
Guk, USSR 1987. 

The conclusion is that 1 l...Wa5 is 
interesting and promising for Black, 
11 ...h6 is relatively untested but ap¬ 
parently satisfactory, ll...Wc5 is at 
least equal for Black (but see the note 
about move-order) and 11 ...£>bd7 is 
roughly level. White’s problem in 
this line is the number of viable 
black continuations; simply find¬ 
ing one improvement would not be 
enough to revive the variation. 



10 e5 


1 e4 c5 2 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
Qsf6 5 £>c3 a6 6 &g5 e6 7 f4 Wb6 8 
Wd2 Wxb2 9 Sbl Wa3 10 e5 (D) 



When the Poisoned Pawn was 
first played, White invariably con¬ 
tinued 10 e5, for what could be more 
natural than to gain time by kicking 
away the knight? Moreover, if Black 
exchanges pawns the f-file is opened 
for White’s attack. Today, however, 
the view is that the weakness of the 
e5-pawn and the open diagonal for 
the f8-bishop provide enough com¬ 
pensation for the loss of time. 

The 10 e5 variation has slumped 
from being the main line of the Poi¬ 
soned Pawn to a theoretical backwa¬ 
ter. A revival is not imminent. 

There are two reasonable moves 
for Black: 

A: 10...h6 
B: 10...dxe5 


Others are inferior: 

1) 10...^d511^xd5exd512Sb3 
Wxa2 (12...Wa4 13 £>b5) 13 Wc3 or 
13 Se3 with a decisive attack. 

2) 10...£>fd7 11 f5! £ixe5 (or 
ll...dxe5 12 fxe6 exd4 13 exf7+ 
&xf7 14 i.c4+ &e8 15 We2+ £.e7 
16 £k!5 Wa5+ 17 &dl £>c6 18 £>xe7 
£>ce5 19 £>f5 +-) 12 fxe6 fxe6 13 
jLe2 £>bc6 14 £ixc6 bxc6 15 £ie4 d5 
16 0-0 Wa4 17 £.h5+ <£>d7 18 2xf8! 
1-0 Keres-Fuderer, Gothenburg IZ 
1955. 

A) 

10 ... h6 

This rare continuation is a bit 
risky, since White can chase Black’s 
king out into the open. However, the 
theoretical verdict is rather favour¬ 
able for Black, because many lines 
end in perpetual check and Black is 
the one who can play to avoid the 
draw. Doubtless this variation would 
have been more carefully investi¬ 
gated had 10...dxe5 proved less suc¬ 
cessful. 

11 &xf6 

Or 11 .&h4 (11 exf6 hxg5 12 f5 
gxf6 13 fxe6 fxe6 14 $Ld3 £ic6 15 
£>xc6 bxc6 16 .&g6+ <&d8 +) dxe5 
12 fxe5 13 Jke2 (13 $Lc4 is also an¬ 
swered by 13..JLe7, while 13 £te4 
transposes into a line of variation B1 
regarded as good for Black) Jkel 
(now Black threatens to take on h4 
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with check, so there is no time for 
2b3) 14 jLg3 -&g5 + Pichler-Yufe- 
rov, Moscow 1990. 

11 ... gxf6 

12 £>e4 

12 2b3 (12 exd6?! Wxd6 13 £>e4 
ms 14«c3£e7 15 g4 2g8 16£e2 
h5 ¥ Kots-Bykov, USSR 1962) Wa5 
13 exd6 £xd6 14 &db5 £e7 15 
£>d6+ £xd6 16 #xd6 #d8 17 #a3 
We7 ?. 

12 ... fxe5 

13 2b3 (D) 

13 fxe5 dxe5 14 £>f5 (14 £>f6+ 
4e7 15 £rf5+ 4xf6 wins for Black 
after 16 2b3 Wxb3! 17 axb3 exf5 18 
Wd8+ 4g7 or 16 Wd8+ 4g6 17 
£>h4+ 4g7) exf5 15 £>f6+ 4e7 16 
£}d5+ 4e8 (16...4d8!? is a reason¬ 
able winning attempt, for example 
17 2b3 Wc5 18 £>b6+ £>d7 19 £>xa8 
Ad6 ?) 17 £>c7+ 4e7 and White 
should take the draw, as in Voore- 
maa-Smit, USSR 1961, as 18 £>xa8 
£id7 19 £>c7 £tf6 led to a win for 
Black in Kapengut-Kalinsky, USSR 
1965. 



13 ... Wa4 

Another possibility for Black is 
13...Wxa2, for example 14 £tf6+ 
4e7 15 fxe5 dxe5 16 £rf5+ 4xf6 


(16...exf5 17 £>d5+ 4e6 18 £>c7+ 
4f6 is a draw as 19 £ixa8 #al + is 
just lost for White) 17 Wd8+ 4g6 18 
£>e7+! (182g3+?4h7 19#f6exf5) 
£xe7 19 Wxe7 Wa5+?! (19...Wal + 
was better, when 20 4e2 %3c6 is 
similar to the game but with an im¬ 
portant difference which will be re¬ 
vealed later) 20 4e2 £te6 21 2g3+ 
4f5 22 2f3+ *e4 23 2e3+ 4d5 24 
c4+ 4xc4 25 Wd6\ 4b5 (if the black 
queen had been on al instead of a5, 
then 25...2d8! would have won here) 
26 2b3+ *c4 27 2bl! 2d8 28 4e3+ 
4c3 29 .&d3! 1-0 Sporish-Sorokin, 
USSR 1968. See The King-Hunt by 
John Nunn and William Cozens for 
detailed annotations to this spectacu¬ 
lar game. 

14 fxe5 dxe5 

15 £>f6+ 4e7 

16 5+ *xf6 

16...exf5 17 £kl5+ 4e6 18 £>c7+ 
4f6 19 £>d5+ (19 *U8+? 4g6 20 
2g3+ 4h7 21 Wf6 Ha5+ followed 
by 21...Wxc7 -+; 19 £>xa8? We4+ 
20 4dl Ac5 -+) 4e6 (19...4g6?? 
20 2g3+ mates) V 2 -V 2 Bradarevic- 
Buljov£ic, Yugoslav Ch 1965. 

17 Wd8+ 4xf5 (D) 



18 jkd3+ e4 19 0-0+ and now: 
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1) 19... < 4 > g6 20 ®f6+ (but not 20 
±xe4+? f5 21 2g3+ *f7 22 ®c7+ 
^d7 23 &xf5 ®d4+ 24 4?hl exf5 25 
2xf5+ <&e6 26 Sfl £>e5 -+ Ungr- 
Prieditis, corr 1962) < ^ > h7 21 2f4! 
Ag7 22 Bxe4! <&g8 23 Wd8+ 1-0 
Gudat-Prieditis, corr 1967. However, 
21...exd3 22 2xa4 dxc2 23 ®xf7+ 
&g7 24 2c4 Sf8 25 *c7 £ic6 26 
Sg3 2g8 is a large improvement, 
when Black is at least equal. 

2) 19...<&e5 20 #f6+ &d6 21 
W xh8 £id7 22 2xf7! (22 Ae2 f5 +) 
exd3 23 2xd3+ ^c6 24 Bxf8 £ixf8 
25 #xf8 <3?b6 26 #f2+ &c7 27 
Wg3+ with perpetual check. 

B) 

10 ... dxe5 

11 fxe5 £>fd7 (D) 

Or: 

1) Il..ji612^.xf6(12i.f4!^fd7 

13 Ac 4 is more dangerous) gxf6 13 
exf6 £>d7 14 £>e4 Wxa2 (14...^c5!7 
15 £ixc5 #xc5 «) 15 Sb3 ®a4 16 
2e3 <£c5 17 £>c3 «d7 18 &c4 b5 19 
£icxb5 with enormous complica¬ 
tions in the game Brodsky-Savon, 
USSR Ch 1991. 

2) ll...£>d5? 12 £>xd5 exd5 13 
Bb3 Wa4 (13...#xa2 14 Wc3) 14 
£ib5! axb5 15 ,&xb5+ £>c6 16 .&xa4 
Bxa4 17 0-0 &c5+ 18 <&hl Ad4 19 
Wf4 1-0 Svennerstedt-Foglar, corr. 

Now White has two main lines: 

Bl: 12 £ie4 
B2: 12 &c4 

The only real alternative is 12 
&e2 and now: 

1) 12...#c5 13 £>a4 (13 0-0 £>c6 

14 Ae3 £>xd4 15 jkxd4 #xd4+ —f; 
13 £ie4 #xe5 14 £f3 £tf6 15 £>e2 



£ibd7 16 £lxf6+ £ixf6 + Vasiukov- 
Sherbakov, USSR 1956) Wxe5 (or 
13...»c7 14 0-0 £>c6 15 2xf7 £ixd4 
16 Wxd4 &xf7 17 2f 1+ &e8 18 We4 
g6 wins for Black, Havlicek-Bach- 
ler, Vienna 1990) 14 £lxe6 Wxe6 
(14...fxe6 15 £>b6 .&c5 16 £ixa8 0-0 
¥) 15 £>b6 JLc5! 16 £>xa8 0-0 and 
Black can be happy. 

2) 12...£b4 (not 12...£>xe5? 13 
£>xe6) 13 Bb3 #a5 14 0-0 (this is 
similar to the main line, but the 
bishop is not so active on e2 and, in 
particular, sacrifices on e6 are not 
possible) 0-0 15 ^.f6 £>xf6 16 exf6 
Bd8 17 2xb4 (17 fxg7 Ac5! -+, 
but not 17...2xd4? 18 Wh6\ with a 
strong attack, as in Mahia-Quinteros, 
Buenos Aires 1960) Wxb4 18 ®g5 
g6 19 Bf4 (19 Wh6 WfS 20 Wh4 h6 
21 2f3 e5 22 £>b3 £>c6 -+ Krolik- 
owski-Gruszczynski, corr 1991; un¬ 
like line B2, where the bishop is on 
c4 instead of e2. White has no time 
for £te4 as his d4-knight is attacked 
by the queen) 2xd4 20 Wh6 #f8 and 
Black will be a pawn up in the forth¬ 
coming ending. 

3) 12...#a5 13 0-0 (13 £ib3 is 
met by 13...®c7 14 0-0 ^xe5 15 £ie4 
f5 16 ±h5+ g6 17 Af6 Bg8 18 *f4 
&.gl and Black is better) and now: 
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3a) 13..JLb4? 14 £>e4! i.xd2 15 
£>d6+ <*f8 16 <S)xe6+ <4>g8 17 2xf7 
Wxe5 18 2e7 £>f8 (18...h6 19 2e8+ 
<&h7 20 ±d3+ g6 21 2e7+ *g8 22 
Ac4! hxg5 23 £>f4+) 19 Bfl!ttxe6 
20 £c4! i.d7 (20...h6 21 2xf8+ 
&h7 22 i.d3+ %6 23 2xh8+ <£>xh8 

24 Axg6 JLd7 25 JLxd2) Heitmann- 
Bucholz, corr 1975, and unfortu¬ 
nately White won rather prosaically 
by 21 2xf8+ &xf8 22 i.xe6 g6 23 
2f7+ &g8 24 2xd7+ ^>f8 25 2f7+ 
^g8 26 if6 1-0, instead of forcing 
mate in five by 21 4)f5H. Neverthe¬ 
less, an exceptional game. 

3b) 13 ...£.c 5 14 &hl £xd4 15 
®xd4 4k6 16 Wf2 0-0 17 £se4 
Wxe5 + Dworzynski-Walther, Mos¬ 
cow OL 1956. 

Bl) 

12 £>e4 h6! (D) 

Or 12...Wxa2(12...#a4? 13i.b5! 
axb5 14 0-0 Ac5 15 ?)xc5 £lxc5 16 
£lf5! 0-0 17 £te7+ &h8 18 2xf7 
£)bd7 19 Wf2 with a winning attack, 
Alexander-Walther, Dublin 1957) 
13 2b3 £>c6 (13...i.c5? 14 Wc3 
wins after 14...h6 15 £)xc5 hxg5 16 
£)cxe6 or 14...b6 15 £M6+, while 

13.. .#al+? 14 &f2 i!a4, Tolush-Tal, 
USSR Ch 1956, should have been 
met by 15 £)xe6! fxe6 16 4)d6+ 
l.xd6 17 Wxd6 Sf8+ 18 *g3 £tf6 
19 exf6 gxf6 20 Jie2 ±, for example 

20.. .fxg5 21 Ah5+ 2f7 22 ±xH+ 
&xf7 23 2f3+ &g6 24 »d3+ &h6 

25 h4 +-) 14 <$)xc6 bxc6 and now 
White has been successful with two 
moves: 

1) 15 Wc3 Wa4 16 £c4! £ic5 
(16...£>xe5 17 0-0! £lxc4 18 £>f6+ 
gxf6 19 ®xf6, or 17...Wxc4 18 V»5 
#d5 19 2d3!) 17 1^2 f6 18 exf6! 


£ixe4 19 f7+ *xf7 20 1T4+ &e8 21 
l r xe4 Jic5 22 2d3 £b6 23 2a3 
Wxa3 24 Wxc6+ 1-0 Ostrovjerhov- 
Koshelj, corr 1971. 

2) 15 £c4 Wal+ 16 *f2 W xe5 
17 2el ±c5+ 18 &fl! #c7!? 19 
2d3 0-0! 20 £f6!? $3e5! 21 2h3! 
<5)g6 22 £ixc5 gxf6 23 2e4 e5 24 
2g3 f5 25 #h6! fxe4! 26 2xg6+ 
hxg6 27 #xg6+ &h8 28 Wh6+ &g8 
29 £>xe4 ttd8 30 £)f6+ Wxf6+ 31 
^xf6 ie6 32 _&d3 H — Keresztes- 
Blaho, corr 1957. 

I am not sure that either of these 
games is completely convincing, but 
certainly Black comes under a fierce 
attack after 12...Wxa2 and it cannot 
be recommended. 



13 Ab5!? 

This astonishing move is the only 
decent continuation for White. The 
alternative 13 ih4 (13 2b3 Wa4 is 
good for Black) Wxa2 14 2b3 is in¬ 
ferior: 

1) 14...£}c6 15 £>xc6 bxc6 16 
Wc3 is dangerous for Black (com¬ 
pare with the note to Black’s 12th 
move). 

2) 14...#a4 15 £e2 £>c6 (here 

15...£>c5 fails to 16&b5! Wal+ 17 
Adi f6 18 £\xf6+! gxf6 19 0-0) 16 
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&xe6 #al+ 17 *f2 ®xe5 18 £>xf8 
&xf8 19 £>d6 Wd4 20 #xd4 ^xd4 
21 Sc3 with strong pressure to com¬ 
pensate for the pawns, Schudro-Ge- 
buhr, corr. 

3) 14...Wal+ 15 <&f2 Wa4 (the 
preliminary check on al has forced 
White’s king to an inferior square) 
and now White has no good move: 
the bishop on h4 hangs after 16 
£\xe6 fxe6 17 £>xd6+ Axd6; 16 Ae2 
and 16 Ac4 are both answered by 
16...£>c 5; 16 Be3 £>c6 17 £ixc6 
®xc6 18 £>d6+ Ax d6 19 exd6 Wc5\ 

20 Ae7 £>e5 21 Ae2 £>g6 22 Bdl 
Ad7 23 Af3 Ac6 —+ was Mazzoni- 
Tringov, The Hague Z1966; finally, 
16 Ab5 axb5 17 £>xb5 Ac5+! 18 
£>xc5 ttxh4+ 19 g3 #d8! 20 Wd6 
(20 £ld6+ *f 8 21 »f4 »e7) £>xc5! 

21 £>c7+ Wxc7 22 #xc7 £>8a6 23 
Wb6 £>xb3 -+ was Korchnoi-Tol- 
ush, USSR Ch 1958. 

13 ... hxg5 

The soundest reply is 13...axb5! 
14 £}xb5 hxg5 (14...Wxa2 15 0-0 
hxg5 16 £ted6+ Axd6 17 £ixd6+ 
&d8 18 £>xf7+ +- Baudu-Guiral, 
corr 1979) 15 £>xa3 Bxa3 16 0-0 
£k6 17 Bb5 and now: 

1) 17...2a4 18 *hd6+ Axd6 19 
exd6 f6 20 c3 2ah4 21 h3 &ce5 22 
2b4 £ic4 23 #e2 £>de5 24 Bdl &d7 
25 2d4 £>xd6 26 ttdl Bxd4 27 
2xd4 £>ef7 + Vogelmann-W.Loffler, 
corr 1987. 

2) 17...Ae7 18 £>d6+ Axd6 19 
exd6 (19 #xd6 Bxa2) f6 20 Bel 
£>ce5 (20...£>de5 21 d7+!) 21 Wb4 
(21 2bxe5!? fxe5 22 «xg5 <&f7 23 
We7+ &g6 24 Bfl is unclear) Ba6 
V2-V2 Platonov-Minic, Sochi 1968, 
even though 22 Bxb7 Bh4 is good 
for Black. 


14 2b3 *xa2?! 

Or 14...axb5 (14...We7? 15 £>d6+ 
sl?d8 16 Axd7 and #a5+ wins) 15 
Bxa3 Axa3 16 1 fi f xg5 (16 £ixb5 0-0 
17 Wxg5 f6 is better for Black) Ba4! 
17 c3 £>c6 18 Wxgl Bf8 19 0-0 
(Quinteros-Browne, London 1981/2) 
£>cxe5 (better than 19...Ae7?! 20 
£>d6+ Axd6 21 exd6 ±) 20 £>g5 b4! 
21 £idxe6!? (21 £ih7 bxc3 +; 21 c4 
Ab2!) bxc3! (21...fxe6 22 2xf8+ 
£ixf8 23 Wxc5 is also murky) 22 
£>xf8 Axf8 00 . 

15 #c3(D) 



White has a dangerous but not 
necessarily decisive attack, as the 
following variations prove: 

1) 15...axb5 16 Wxc8+ &e7 17 
0-0! (17 £>d6 £>c6 18 0-0! £icxe5! 
and now 19 4?Mf5+ exf5 20 £>xf5+ 
*f6 21 Wc7 *g6 0-1 Martinez- 
Vera, Cuba 1984, or 19 ttc7 tfa7 20 
2d3 #c5 and the attack collapses) 
and now: 

la) 17...£>c6 18 Bxf7+ <&>xf7 19 
Wxd7+ Ae7 20 Wxe6+ <&e8 21 &d6+ 
&d8 22 £>xb7+ &c7 23 Wxc6+ &b8 
24 «d7 »al+ 25 *f2 Bf8+ 26 Bf3 
Bxf3+ 27 gxf3 Ba6, Maliszewski- 
Wisniewski, corr 1993, and now 28 
£>d8! Axd8 29 ttxd8+ &b7 30 e6 
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would have been very good for 
White. 

lb) 17...Wa7! 18 2d3 f5!? (after 
18...£>xe5 19 2xf7+ £>xf7 20 Wxe6+ 
d?d8 21 <S?fl White has a dangerous 
attack, but a forced win is not easy to 
find after 21...Wa2!) 19 exf6+ gxf6 

20 2xf6 2h6 21 2xh6 &xh6 22 
<4>f 1! « Vlasov-Shalnev, Sokobanja 
1989. 

2) 15...^c6 16 Axc6 bxc6 17 0-0 
£>xe5 (17...C5 18£>c6! Wa4 19 Wf3 
£>xe5 20 £>xe5 Wd4+ 21 2e3! f6 22 
£}c6 followed by £>xf6+ wins) 18 
£ie2 Wa4 19 Wxe5 Wc4 20 2d3 f5? 

21 2xf5 2a7? 22 2xf8+ 1-0 Quin¬ 
teros- Sunye, San Pedro de Jujuy 
1981. 

3) 15...<&d8 16 £>d6 &xd6 17 
exd6 £>c6 18 .£Lxc6 bxc6 19 0-0 with 
a winning attack for White, Velas- 
quez-Lopez, Chile Ch 1984. 

The imaginative 13 Jib5 poses 
questions which have not been com¬ 
pletely resolved, but it is hard to be¬ 
lieve that it can give White the 
advantage since Black has several 
reasonable possibilities. 


B2) 

12 Jic4(D) 



This is a critical position, in which 
at least five moves have been tried in 
practice. Of these 12...Wc5 is con¬ 
sidered dubious (however, see the 
note to Black’s 15th in line 4 below), 
12...£>xe5 may not be as bad as its 
reputation and 12..JLe7 is unclear. 
The two remaining lines, 12...Wa5 
and 12.. JLb4, are entirely satisfac¬ 
tory for Black. 

B21: 12..Jte7 
B22: 12...Wa5 
B23: 12.. JLb4 

The lesser alternatives are: 

1) 12...Sk6 13 £>xc6 bxc6 14 
^e4 Wa4 15 Wc3 ±. 

2) 12. ..h6 13 £f4 £>c6 14 &xc6 
bxc6 15 £>e4 ±. 

3) 12...£>xe5 (very risky, but it 
does not lose outright) 13 £>xe6! Wa5 
(13...fxe6 14 Wd8+ *f7 15 0-0+ 
&g6 16 2f6+ wins) and now: 

3a) 14 &b5+ leading to a further 
branch: 

3al) 14...£>bd7 (not 14...axb5? 15 
2xb5 +-, nor 14...£>bc6? 15 &d8! 
+-) 15 £)xf8 &xf8 (after 15...2xf8, 
White has the choice between 16 
£id5 Wxd2+ 17 *xd2 f6 18 £>xa8 
fxg5 19 £>xa8 ± and 16 JLe2, playing 
for the attack) 16 JLe2 h6 17 Ae3 
&g8 18 0-0 b5 19 2b3 £tf6 20 2xf6 
gxf6 21 Wd6 £k4 22 Wg3+ <£>h7 23 
£ie4! 1-0 Richter-Ulfig, corr. 

3a2) 14... Ad7 leaves White with 
no clear route to an advantage, for 
example 15 Axd7+ £ibxd7 16 £ixf8 
2xf8 17 2xb7 f6, followed by ...2c8, 
or 15 Ad8 Wa3!. 

3b) 14 &d8 £>f3+ 15 gxf3 We 5+ 
16 *dl fxe6 17 £>d5 Ad6 (17...<&xd8 
18 Wa5+ b6 19 Wxb6+ *d7 20 Sel 
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#d6 21 #xd6+ <S?xd6 22 ®b6+ Ab7 
23 £sxa8 Axf3+ 24 Ae2 ±) 18 Ag5 
£)c6? (18...#f5! is certainly better) 

19 Af4 #f5 20 ii.xd6 #xf3+ 21 
4?cl 1-0 Djordjevic-Usunov, corr. 

4) 12...#c5 13 Axe6 fxe6 (not 
13...t r xe5+? 14 &dl, nor 13...Ae7 

14 Axf7+ &xf7 15 0-0+ &g8 16 
Axe7 Wxe7 17 ®d5 with a white 
win in both cases) 14 £>xe6 #xe5+ 

15 #e3 #xe3+ (not 15...*xf7? 16 
0-0+ &e6 17 #h3+ &d6 18 Af4 ±, 

but 15_6.d6!? may be better) 16 

Axe3 Ad6 and now White has a 
choice of favourable continuations: 

4a) 17 0-0 b6 (17...^5 18 £)xg7+ 
&>d7 19 Sbdl £)c4 20 Af4 &c7 21 
£>d5+ &c 6 22 Axd6 ®xd6 23 2f6 
Ag4, Matanovic-Darga, Vienna Echt 
1957, and now 24 Sd2! wins the 
piece back with a solid extra pawn) 
18 £\d5 Ab7 19 Ag5! £>c5 20 
£kg7+ &d7 21 2f7+ &c6 22 ®b4+ 
&b5 23 Stf5 £>e4 24 £>xd6+ <£xd6 
25 2c7 &a4 26 £ld3 2g8 27 Ae3 
2xg2+ 28 &fl 2g4 29 2b3 Ag2+ 
30 &f2 b5, Petrovid-Lipiniks, corr 
1968, and now 31 4)b2+ ^a5 32 
2a3+ 2a4 33 4lxa4 bxa4 34 < &xg2 
wins for White. 

4b) 17 4)d5 *f7 (17...£if6? 18 
£lxg7+ *f7 19 0-0 &xg7 {19...£ibd7 

20 £>h5 +-} 20 2xf6 2d8 21 2bf 1! 
^?g8 22 £)b6 H— Matanovic-Barcza, 
Vienna Echt 1957) 18 £tec7 (18 
£klc7? £\e5) £>f6 19 0-0 *g6 20 
£tf4+ Axf4 21 2xf4 4k6 22 £>xa8 
£>d5 23 2f3 Ag4 24 2g3 £>xe3 25 
4lb6 and Black will be the exchange 
down for insufficient compensation 
(25...2e8 26 2el). 

B21) 

12 ... Ae7 (D) 



13 Axe6 

White has a major alternative in 
13 2b3 Axg5 (13..,#c5 14 £k!5! 
exd5 {14...Axg5 15 Wxg5 transpo¬ 
ses} 15Axe7#xe716£tf5andWhite 
has an immense attack) 14 #xg5 
WcS (14...#e7? 15 #xg7 Wf8 16 
W g5 2g8 17 #14 foc5 18 0-0 Wg7 
19 2f2 &bd7 20 <SV15! ± Keres- 
Tolush, Moscow 1957) 15 <53d5! and 
now: 

1) 15...0-0? 16 £te7+ &h8 17 
£)xe6 fxe6 18 £lg6+! hxg6 19 2h3+ 
&g8 20 Axe6+ Sf7 21 Axf7+ &xf7 
22 2fl+ wins. 

2) 15...exd5 16 4M5 £>xe5 17 
<£ixg7+ *f8 18 #xe5 #xc4 19 <^e6+ 
Axe6 20 #xh8+ *e7 21 Sxb7+ 
id6 22 Exb8 leaves Black without a 
perpetual, e.g. 22...#e4+ 23 ^dl 
Ag4+ 24 *cl #f4+ 25 &bl. 

3) 15...g6 16 Se3 h6 (16...exd5? 
17 e6 is crushing) 17 #14 (17 #h4 is 
also possible, but 17 5)f6+? £lxf6 18 
#xf6 Sf8 leaves White with no fol¬ 
low-up) exd5 (17...g5 18 #e4 exd5 
19 Axd5 is good for White accord¬ 
ing to Spassky and Tolush) 18 e6 0-0 

19 e7 Ee8 (19...dxc4 20 0-0! or 
19...#xc4 20 exf8#+ &xf8 21 Efl) 

20 0-0 Exe7 21 Axd5 and Black’s 
position crumbles. 
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Such is the state of theory after 13 
Hb3 (as reported in TheNajdorffor 
the Tournament Player). However, 
as is so often the case with theoreti¬ 
cal analysis unsupported by practical 
tests, most of it is simply wishful 
thinking. In line 2 Black has a clear 
advantage after 21...4M7! 22 Wxa8 
Wc3+ 23 (or else White loses 
the rook on hi) Wxc2+ 24 <&g3 
Wd3+ 25 &f2 Wd4+ 26 &f3 We4+ 
27 &f2 Wf4+ 28 &e2 Ag4+ 29 &d3 
Wc4+ 30 &d2 Wxa2+. In line 3, 
19...g5! is a large improvement, for 
example 20 exf8W+ £ixf8 21 Wf6 
£>bd7 22 Wxh6 dxc4 or 20 Wf5 
Wxd4 21 e8W £>f6! 22 Wxf8+ <&xf8 
23 Wxc8+ and Black wins. In 
view of this, 13 ixe6 seems more 
reliable than 13 2b3. 

13 ... 0-0 

Or: 

1) After 13....&xg5 White should 
play 14 &xf7+ &xf7 15 0-0+ &e8 
(15...£tf6 16 Wxg5 Wxc3 17 2xf6+ 
gxf6 18 Wxf6+ &g8 19 £>e6! +-) 16 
Wxg5 with a very strong attack. The 
alternative 14 0-0, aiming to trans¬ 
pose to the column after 14...0-0, is 
unclear after 14...fxe6(14..JLxd2 15 
Jbd7+ leads to mate) 15 Wxg5 We7, 
for example 16 £}e4 Wg5 17 £id6+ 
<&d8 18 £ke6+ < & > e7 19 £>xg5 £ixe5 
+ Ekblom-Rompotti, corr 1961. 

2) 13...fxe6 14 £ixe6 £xg5 15 
£ic7+! &d8 16 £>e6+ &e8 17 £>xg5 
is very awkward for Black, for exam¬ 
ple 17...Wa5 18 0-0 £>xe5, Mavli- 
keev-Glumov, USSR 1966, and now 
19 *hge 4! £}bc6 20 £>d6+ &e7 21 
£>xb7 Axb7 22 2xb7+ <S?e8 23 Wd6 
Wxc3 24 We6+ 4>d8 25 2dl+ £>d4 
26 Wxe5 &c8 27 2c7 ±. 

14 0-0 &xg5 


Or: 

1) 14...fxe6 15 4^xe6 £}c6 16 
£k!5! £c 5+ 17 ^hl and now the 
capture 17...^dxe5 fails to 18 £ixf8 
Axf8 19 £>b6 2b8 20 Wd5+ &h8 21 
£.f4, while 17...^cxe5 18 £>xf8 £xf8 

19 £>c7 2b8 20 Wd5+ &h8 21 £>e6 
£}g6 22 Wd4 +- is Diickstein-Euwe, 
Chaumont 1958. 

2) 14...£}xe5 is largely untested, 
but it looks like a possible improve¬ 
ment. In the only practical example 
Black lost quickly after 15 £id5 
£ibc6 16 £ixc6 4^xc6 17 £ixe7+ 
£>xe7 18 Axf7+ *h8 19 2bel £ic6 

20 Wd5 Wa5 21 Wxa5 £>xa5 22 Ae7 
1-0 Borassi-Solaroli, corr 1976, but 
he should have played 16....&C5+! 17 
j£.e3 bxc6 18 2b3 ixe3+ 19 Wxe3 
(19 2xe3 Wc5) Wd6! and White has 
nothing. Nor do other 15th moves 
look very promising, for example 15 
Axe7 Wxe7 16 £M5 Wc5 17 Axc8 
2xc8 or 15 2b3 ixg5 16 Wxg5 
Wc5 17 Axf7+ &h&. Taking on e5 is 
logical because Black’s main weak 
spot is f7 and if he can prevent a sac¬ 
rifice on this square it is hard for 
White to break through. 

15 Wxg5 h6 

Or 15...Wc5 (15...Wxc3? 16 £>f5 
Wxe5 17 £>h6+ *h8 18 £>xf7+ 
2xf7 19 Wd8+ mates; 15...fxe6? 16 
£ixe6 +-) 16 2xf7 2xf7 17 &hl £>f6 
(17...£ixe5 18 Axf7+^xf7 192fl+ 
&e8 20 Wxg7 +-) 18 Axf7+ <&h8 

19 £>f5 1-0 Joao-Salete Aguiar, corr 
1990. 

16 Wh5! fxe6 

16...£>xe5? (16...Wxc3? 17 2xf7! 
Wxd4+ 18 <&>hl <&h8 19 2bfl Wc5 

20 Wg6 2xf7 21 Wxf7 +-) 17 Wxe5 
wins for White, e.g. 17...Wxc3 18 
j£.xc8 2xc8 19 2xf7 or 17..Jbte6 18 
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£)xe 6 fxe 6 19 Sxb7! 2xfl+ 20 '&xfl 
#cl+ 21 *f 2 #xc 2 + 22 £>el #cl+ 
23 £>dl. 

17 £>xe6 (D) 



Now: 

1) 17...#e7 18 £>xf 8 £lxf 8 19 
£\d5 #c5+ 20 &hl #xd5 (20...i.e6 
21 £>b 6 Sa7 22 #e 8 £>d7 23 £>xd7 
J«Lxd7 24 #0+ &h7 25 #xf 8 #xe5 

26 fibel Wb5 27 Hf7 1-0 Kolpakov- 
Nikitin, USSR 1963) 21 Sbdl #b5 
(21 ...#66 22 Sxf 8 +, 21...#xdl 22 
Wf7+ <&h7 23 Sxdl and 21...i.e6 22 
Sxd5 ±xd5 23 #e 8 are all +-) 22 
c4! and White wins, e.g. 22...#d7 23 
fixd7 £>bxd7 24 #f7+ and 25 e 6 . 

2) 17...#xc3 18 £>xf 8 #c5+ 19 
&hl 4)xf8 (19...4)f6 20 2 xf 6 gxf 6 
21 £)h7! and now 21...#xc2 22 
S)xf 6 + &g7 23 £)e 8 + <&g 8 24 Sfl 
+- or 21...<&xh7 22 #f7+ &I 18 23 
exf 6 #g5 24 #e 8 + &h7 25 #xc 8 
+-) 20 #f7+ <&h7 21 #xf 8 £)d7 
(21...#xf8 22 2xf8 £sd7 23 2e8 
h5 24 2dl £>b 6 25 e 6 +-) 22 #f5+ 
*h 8 23 2bdl #e7 (23...#xe5 24 
2xd7) 24 2d6! (threatening 2e6) 
£>xe5 25 #f 8 + #xf 8 26 2xf8+ *h7 

27 2dd8 +-. 

3) 17...£)f6 18 exf 6 &xe 6 19 
fxg7 2xfl+ 20 2xfl #xc3 21 #xh 6 


#xg7 22 #xe6+ &h8 23 #e8+ s£?h7 

24 Sf7 +-. 

4) 17...2xfl+ 18 2xfl #e7 19 
#f5! £>b6 (19...4)xe5 20 #f8+ and 

19.. .4)c6 20 &d5 #e8 21 £>dc7 are 
+-) 20 #f8+ #xf8 21 2xf8+ &h7 
22 5 )c 7 2a7 23 e6 is the critical line, 
but it favours White. Black cannot 
avoid giving back the piece, when 
his oddly-placed rook gives White 
the advantage. Some sample lines: 

23.. .4)c6 (23...jLxe6 24 £)xe6 £ic6 

25 2f7 &g6 26 2f3 2a8 27 £>f8+ 
^h5 28 <5ie4 with a decisive attack 
against Black’s king) 24 £)e4 &g6 
(24...^.xe6 25 £ixe6 4te5 26 2e8! 
£\g6 27 £)d6 followed by £)f5 
should win for White) 25 <Sid6 JLxe6 
(25...£>e7 26 2f7 £>c6 27 £>ce8 is 
winning for White) 26 <S3xe6 2a8 27 
2f3! i>h7 (or else White continues 
£if8+) 28 2b3 and White wins a 
pawn while retaining a substantial 
positional plus. 

The conclusion is that 13 jLxe6 is 
very promising against 12...jLe7, ex¬ 
cept for the possible black improve¬ 
ment at move 14. 


B22) 

12 ... #35 (D) 
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13 0-0 

1) 13 £ixe6? fxe6 14 Axe6 #xe5+ 

15 We3 (15 *dl #xe6 -+) #xe3+ 

16 Axe3 £>c6 17 £sd5 Ad6 18 0-0 
£rf6! 19 <5)xf6+ gxf6 20 Sxf6 <£>e7 

21 Axc8 &xf6 22 Axb7 £>e5 23 
Axa8 Sxa8 —I- Mazzoni-Fischer, 
Monaco 1967. 

2) 13 Axe6 fxe6 (not 13...* r xe5+? 

14 &dl nor 13...Ab4? 14 Axf7+ 
&xf7 15 0-0+ &e8 16 Sxb4 ®xb4 

17 £ld5! and White wins) 14 £)xe6 
(14 0-0 <53xe5 and Black defends af¬ 
ter 15 &hl 53bc6 16 £)xc6 £)xc6 17 
®f4 «f5 18 Wc7 Ad6! 19 #xd6 
®xg5 or 15 ®e3 £)bc6 16 £ixc6 
£)xc617 Sxb7 Axb7 18 'H r xe6+ Ae7) 
£)xe5 (14...#xe5+ transposes to line 
4 in the note to Black’s 12th move) 

15 Ad8 (after 15 £id5 #xd2+ 16 
*xd2 &d7 17 ®ec7 Sa7 18 Shel 
£lc4+ and 19...b5 White’s attack dies 
and he is left a piece down; 15 £)xf8 
Sxf8 16 Ae7 fails to 16...4)c4!) 
£rf3+! 16 gxf3 ®e5+ 17 <4>dl (17 
*f2 Axe6 18 Sbel Ac5+ 19 &g2 
®f5 20 Sxe6+ Wxe6 21 Sel Wxel 

22 ®xel+ &xd8 is good for Black) 
Axe6 18 Sel (18 Sxb7 #f5 19 Sfl 
£id7 wins) #f5 19 £)d5 (19 Ah4 
Wxf3+ -+) Ad6 and now: 

2a) 20 Sxb7 (20 £sf6+ &xd8 21 
#xd6+ *c8 -+) $ r xf3+ 21 *cl 
Aa3+ 22 ‘i’bl 0-0 -+ Johansson- 
Eszik, corr 1980. 

2b) 20 4)b6 when Black has the 
happy choice between 20...ttxf3+ 
21 We2 (21 Se2 0-0 22 Wxd6 #fl+ 

23 *d2 #xbl 24 #xe6+ &h8 25 
#68 £sd7! 26 <&xd7 Saxd8 -+) 
#xe2+ 22 Sxe2 *f7 23 Sf2+ &g6 

24 Sg2+ &h5 25 £>xa8 Sxd8 0-1 
Lewin-Engel, corr 1977 and20...5k6 
21 Ah4 0-0 22 £)xa8 Wxf3+ 23 We2 


#d5+ 24 #d3 #h5+ 25 *cl Af4+ 
-+ Bortkun-Kaak, corr 1994. 

13 ... 5)xe5 

13...Ac5 (D) (13...Ab4? 14 £ie4! 
Axd2 15 £>d6+ *f8 16 Sxf7+ &g8 
17 Axe6 +-) is more risky: 



1) 14 Sxf7? £)xe5! (Black has a 
pleasant choice; it is quite unclear 
how White can justify his sacrifice if 
Black just captures the rook, e.g. 
14...^xf? 15 Axe6+ <i?e8 or 15 
Sfl+ &e8 16 £ld5 Axd4+ 17 #xd4 
exd5) 15 Sxg7 (15 Axe6 £\bc6 16 
^?hl Axd4 17 #xd4 should be met 
by 17...Axe6! 18#d6 Axf7 19Sxb7 
Sd8 20 Se7+ *f8 21 Sd7+ &g8 -+ 
and not 17...fcxd4 18 Se7+ *f8 19 
Sfl+<53ef3 20 Sxf3+ <£xf3 21 Sf7+ 
&>e8 22 Se7+ &f8 23 Sf7+ V 2 -V 2 
Lilloni-Martinez Acosta, corr 1971) 
£sbc6! 16 Ae3 S)xd4! 17 Axd4 
£lxc4 18 Wf4 Sf8! 19 V#h4 Axd4+ 
20 #xd4 #e5! and Black wins, Dei- 
dun-Timmermans, corr 1980. 

2) 14 *hl Axd4 (14...£>xe5 15 
Ab5+ Ad7 {15...axb5 16£ib3} 16 
Axd7+ <S)bxd7 17 £ixe6 fxe618 £kl5 
Ab6 19 Sxb6 1-0 Vittoni-Cillo, con- 
1972) 15 Wxd4 (15 <2)d5 #xd2 16 
£)c7+ ^f8 17 Axd2 £)xe5 -+ Ata- 
nasov-Hamarat, con) 4k: 6 16 'S f f4! 
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£\dxe5? (16...0-0 17 £>e4 Wxe5 looks 
good for Black; perhaps 16...£>cxe5 
is also possible) 17 <2)e4 0-0 18 4)f6+ 
&h8 19 Wh4 1-OProkopowicz-Mo- 
chocki, corr Poland 1993. 

3) 14 JLxe6! fxe6 (14...0-0 15 
Sxf7 Sxf7 16 £.xf7+ 4>xf7 17 e6+ 
is clearly better for White) 15 ihl 
.&xd4(15...£lxe5 16-5)b3!) 16Wxd4 
and now: 

3a) 16 ...£ic 6 17 £>e4! <S)dxe5 18 
lti6! (18...£>f7 19Sxb7! l-0Gaida- 
Groiss, corr 1982) Sb8 19 Af6 £>f7 
(19...^5 20 £xg7 #xe4 21 i.xh8 
£>g6 ±) 20 Sxb7 Sxb7 21 Wxc6+ 
Sd7 22 Wxe6+ *f8 23 £ld6 gxf6 24 
®xf6 £b7 25 Wxh8+ &e7 26 Wf6+ 
^fS 27 <5)xf7 1-0 Polivalov-Becha- 
lov, corr 1988. 

3b) 16...Wxe5 17 Sbel! Wxg5 
(17...Qc618 Wd2 +-) 18 Sxe6+ <&d8 
19 Sdl! (threat 20 Wb6#) *a5 20 
'§ f xg7 +- Czada-Weber, corr 1974. 

3c) 16... 1 i r c5 17 Wd2 (intending 
£>e4) #c6 18 £ie4! ®xe4 19 Wd6 
winning. 

4) 14 £id5 (D) and now: 



4a) 14...#xd2? 15 £>c7+ *f8 16 
<&xe6+ <&g8 17 Axd2 £>xe5 18 
£>xc5 £>xc4 19 Sbel h6 20 Ac3 
with a distinct plus for White. 


4b) 14..JLxd4+ 15 #xd4 ^c6 
16 «F4 (16 »f2 £>dxe5 17 £>b6 0-0 
18 Ad2 Wa3 19 Sb3 #e7 20 &xa8 
£>xc4 21 £}b6 £ixd2 22 #xd2 was 
unclear in the game Kuntschke- 
Viskov, corr 1993) £>dxe5 17 Sbel 
#c5+ (17...0-0? 18 £>f6+) 18 &hl 
Wxc4 19 ^c7+ 4?f8 20 £>xa8 h6! 21 
£>b6 (21 ±h4 Wxf4 22 Sxf4 £>g6) 
hxg5 22 £lxc4 gxf4 23 £>xe5 £>xe5 
24 Bxe5 ±d7 25 Sxf4 &e7 ± Nor- 
ton-Freeman, New Zealand Junior 
Ch 1978. 

4c) 14...£>c6! 15 Wxa5 Axd4+ 
16 &hl £>xa5 17 £>c7+ &f8 18 
£.xe6 £>xe5 19 Axf7 £>xf7 20 Sbel 
jLd7 21 £ixa8 £>c6 ?. 

14 Sbel! 

The alternatives are less danger¬ 
ous: 

1) 14 jLxe6? £xe615 £>xe6 fxe6 
16 Bxf8+ Bxf8 17 Wd6 £>f3+! is 
winning for Black, Nieuwenlink- 
Stempin, Eeklo 1978. 

2) 14 ^xe6? £ixc4! with the idea 

15 We2 £.xe6 16 Sxf7 Wc5 ~+. 

3) 14 *f4 Ac5! (14...Ad6? 15 
£ie4!) 15 Wxe5 £\c6! (15...Axd4+ 

16 Wxd4 Wxg5 17 £}e4 and White 
wins) and Black wins since 16 JLb5 
is refuted by 16...Wxc3, Winkler- 
Olthof, corr 1984. 

14 ... £>xc4 

Or 14...£>bc6 (not 14.. JLb4? 15 
Bxe5 Wxe5 16 £ixe6 £fc6 17 £>xg7+ 
®xg7 18 Af6 ±, Merfogel-Masa- 
ross, corr 1977) 15 £>xc6 £>xc6 16 
®f4 (16 &hl i.b4 17 Ef3 0-0 18 
Af6 JLe7 19 £xg7 &xg7 20 Sg3+ 
&h8 21 Wh6 Sg8 22 Bxg8+ <&xg8 
23 Se3 £ie5 24 Sh3, Maciejewski- 
Masternak, Poland Cht 1991, and 
now 24.. JLd6! is good for Black) 
Ac5+ 17 4lil 0-0 and now: 
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1) 18£se4i.e7 19 2e3 (19 £d3 
f5 20 i.xe7 £>xe7 21 £ig5 £ig6 22 
Wd6 Wd5 23 Wc7 f4 + Klemp-Mon- 
tag, corr 1987; 19 Wg3 Axg5 20 
£)xg5 h6 21 <5)e4 £ie7 22 <£sd6 Wc5 
23 Wf4 <£sg6 + Sokoler-Hoffer, con- 
1991) ®d8 20 Sg3 f5 21 4lc5 Wd6 
(21...jLxg5! 22 2xg5 £)d4 23 2dl 
We7! +) 22 <5)xe6 £xe6 23 ®xd6 
ixd6 24 Axe6+ &h8 25 2d3 Ae5 
26 2d7 V 2 -V 2 Andani Lorente-Garcia 
Beltran, corr 1982. 

2) 18 Wg3 (much more danger¬ 
ous) Ad4 19 £te4 Ae5? 20 £if6+ 
Axf6 21 Axf6 g6 22 g5 23 #e4 
#b4 24 Wg4 h6 25 Wh5 1-0 Gaida- 
Grigoriew, corr 1992. 

15 Wf4 £id6 

16 <5)e4 

16 2e3 h6 17 Ah4 <S)c6 18 £le4 
£te5! 19 Ael Wd5 20 <S)c3 g5! 21 
5)xd5 gxf4 22 2xe5 Ag7 and Black 
is winning, Manduch-Shephard, con- 
1989. 

16 ... ®c7 

17 c4 1(D) 

17 ^f5?®b6+! 18 &hl £>xf5 19 
®xf5 exf5 20 £>f6+ &d8 21 ®d5+ 
and now Black wins after either 

21...®f6or21...f6. 



17 ... h6 


17...£fo5!? 18 cxb5 #xf4 19 Axf4 
is a crucial variation. Black is two 
pawns up in an ending but White has 
an immense lead in development. 
Hellers evaluated it as ?. 

After 17...h6 White cannot reply 
18 Ah4 because then 18...£>b5 is 
strong. 

18 £tf5! £ib5 

The safest line is 18...hxg5 19 
£ifxd6+ Axd6 (19...*d7 20 Wd2 
^c6 21 2xf7 looks awful for Black) 
20 £ixd6+ *f8 (not 20...&d7 21 
#e5!) 21 ffxf7+ ®xf7 22 <S)xf7 
Sh4! 23 <5kl6+ (23 g3 Hd4 24 £ki6+ 
&g8 25 £ixc8 4 )c 6 is very good for 
Black as the knight has to retreat to 
the bad square b6) 2f4! 24 £ixc8 
£>c6 25 g3 (25 £>d6 &e7) Sxf 1+ 26 
2xfl+ and Black is slightly better, 
although a draw is very likely. 

19 «xc7 £>xc7 

20 £>fd6+ i>d7? (now Black runs 
into trouble; he should have played 

20...&xd6 21 £>xd6+ &d7 22 £>xf7 
hxg5! 23 £>xh8 4>c6 ¥) 21 £>xf7 
hxg5 22 £>xh8 &e8 23 2f7 4M7 24 
2ef 1 e5 25 £>xg5 £e7 26 2xg7 £tf8, 
Hellers-Oll, Groningen 1984/5, and 
now 27 2xe7+! &xe7 28 2f7+ &d6 
29 2xf8 &e6 30 £>hf7+ Axf7 31 
£>xf7+ &e6 32 2xa8 £>xa8 33 £M8+ 
would have given White excellent 
winning chances. 

B23) 

12 ... £b4 (D) 

Now: 

B231: 13^xe6 
B232: 13 2b3 

The creative 13 ixe6 occurred 
in the game Opl-Stohl, Austria Cht 
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1991. The idea is probably 13...Axe 3 
14 0-0, but after 14....&xd4+ 15 
Wxd4 fxe6 Black seems to win. 

B231) 

13 £>xe6 fxe6 

13...jLxc 3? 14 £>c7+ *f8 15 0-0 

Wc5+ 16 Ufe3! #xc4 (16...»xe3+ 
17 i.xe3 £>xe5 18 Ad5 ±) 17 e6 
«xc7 18 exd7 Wxd7 19 Sbdl Af6 
(19...Ab4 20 Wff4 &c5+ 21 *hl f5 
22 Sxd7 £.xd7 23 «c7 +-) 20 Axf6 
gxf6 21 Wh6+ <&e8 22 £fel+ 1-0 
Winterhalter-Brinkmann, corr 1980. 

14 Hxb4 Wxb4 

15 .&xe6 

Despite Black’s extra rook he has 
a surprising number of defensive 
problems, but with accurate play he 
can refute White’s attack. 

15 ... h6! 

This is the key move. Alternatives 
give White unnecessary chances, for 
example: 

1) 15...2f8 16 £sd5 Wxd2+ 17 
&xd2 2f2+ 18 *cl £>f6 (18...£>b6 
19 £) c7+ *f8 20 ile3! +-) 19 £lc7+ 
S&'dS 20 ?}xa8 £.xe6 21 exf6 gxf6 22 
J.h4, with a likely draw. 

2) 15...£sc6 16 0-0 2f8 (16...4M6 
17 i.xc8 2xc8 18 exf6 0-0 19 V#d5+ 
&h8 20 fxg7+ &xg7 21 »d7+ *g8 


22 ^e6-t- wins for White) 17 2dl 
Wd4+ 18 Wxd4 £sxd4 19 2xd4 h6 

20 ii.h4 and White has fair compen¬ 
sation for the exchange. It is possible 
that Black can gain the edge (see The 
Najdorffor the Tournament Player 
for details) but this analysis is re¬ 
dundant in view of the strength of 

15.. .h6!. 

16 £.17+ 

16 0-0? #b6+. 

16 ... &xf7 

17 '#d5+ 

Or 17 e6+ &g8 18 e7 (18 exd7 
£.xd7 19 0-0 «b6+ 20 £.e3 Wg6 

21 £id5 <&c6! 22 £sb6 2d8 23 £ixd7 
We6 -+ Lizan-Dobsa, corr 1993) 
&h7! 19 #d3+ g6 20 0-0 hxg5 21 
2f7+ &h6 -+. 

17 ... &g6 

After 18 #d3+ ^h5! (Geller only 
gave 18...&xg5? 19 h4+ &h5 20 
#f5+ mating and 18...*f7 19 e6+ 
&g8 20 e7 &f7 21 0-0+ £>f6 22 
£xf6 +-) it is impossible to see how 
White can justify his sacrifices, for 
example 19 £.e7!? is answered by 

19.. .Qxe5 20»e2+ ttg4 21 #xe5+ 

&g6 -+. 


B232) 

13 2b3 Wa5 (D) 
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14 0-0 

Other moves: 

1) 14Axe6?!0-0 15Axf7+2xf7 
16 e6 2f8 17 2xb4 #xb4 18 e7 2e8 
19 £>f5 £tf6 20 Axf6 Axf5 21 
#d5+ £>h8 22 Wf7 2xe7+ 23 ®xe7 
#xe7+ 24 Axe7 £ic6 + Kurajica- 
Tukmakov, Vrnjacka Banja 1989. 

2) 14 £^xe6! ? fxe615 bxe6 Wxe5+ 
16 <&dl ®xe6 17 2el ^e5 18 Wd8+ 
*f7 19 2fl+ &g6 20 WxhS was 
played in Blanck-Gerold, corr 1984. 
At first sight Black should win eas¬ 
ily, but there are unexpected prob¬ 
lems, e.g. 20...Axc3 21 2xc3 £>bc6 
22 2g3 £>g4 23 Ad2, 20...£>bc6 21 
£ie2, or 20...®tf7 21 WgS <&c6 22 
Af6 Wd7+ 23 *cl £>h6 24 Wh8, in 
all cases with an unclear position. 
The game continued 20...®g4+ 21 
^el #g4+ 22 <&dl Wd4+ (turning 
down the draw) 23 i’cl Af5 24 Ad2 
thfl 25 We8 ±. This is an interesting 
idea, but Black has at least a draw so 
its theoretical importance is fairly 
limited. 

3) 14 a3 and now: 

3a) 14...®xe5+ 15 &dl looks too 
dangerous. 

3b) 14...Af8 15 £>xe6 fxe6 16 
Axc6 £>c6 17 <2)d5 with a very 
strong attack. 

3c) 14...Axa3 (probably best) 15 
2xa3 (15 0-0 Ac5 16 *hl Axd4 17 
Wxd4 £>c6 and White will be three 
pawns down) #xa3 16 0-0 0-0 (on 
other moves White will generally 
play £>e4) 17 Af6 (Black threatened 
...£>xe5) £>xf6 (17...gxf6 18 exf6 is 
very dangerous for Black) 18 exf6 
2d8 and Black threatens ...#c5, 
while after 19 Wg5 g6 or 19 ®e4 g6 
it is hard to see how White can suc¬ 
cessfully continue his attack. 


3d) 14...Ac5 15 £ixe6 (15 Axe6 
0-0 16 Axf7+ 2xf7 17 e6 2f8 18 
exd7 Axd7 +) fxe6 16 Axe 6 h6 (17 
2xb7 was a threat) 17 Af7+ (17 2fl 
hxg5 18 Af7+ <±>d8 19 e6 Ae7 20 
exd7 £>xd7 —f- Bartes-Potss, corr 
1968) *xH (17...*f8 18 2fl hxg5 
19 Ag6+ £>f6 20 Wd5 Af2+ 21 2xf2 
Wxd5 22 £)xd5 Ae6 23 c4 ± Giu- 
liano-Pasqua, corr 1973) 18 Wd5+ 
&g6 19 We4+ <&f7 20 Wd5+ V 2 -V 2 
Martinov-Murei, USSR 1968. 

3e) 14...Axc3 15 2xc3 0-0 16 
Ae7 2e8 17 Ab4 #xe5+ 18 2e3 <*. 

It can be seen that although 14 a3 
is less explored than 14 0-0, it does 
not solve White’s problems. 

14 ... 0-0 

The alternative 14...£ixe5 is infe¬ 
rior, but White must play precisely: 
15 2xb4! (15 £>xe6 Axe6 16 Axe6 
0-0 +) #xb4 16 £>xe6 «b6+ (not 
16...£>bc6? 17 £>xg7+! *f8 18 Ah6 
#c5+ 19 <±>hl £>c 4 20 Wf4 +-) 17 
Ae3 £>xc4 (17...«fa5? 18 £>xg7+ 
&f8 19 ^d6+ +- Gatto-Strick, corr 
1980) 18 <&xg7+ *f8 19 2xf7+ 
^g8 (positions such as 19... < &xf7 20 
Wd5+ Ae6 21 ®h5+ *xg7 22 
Axb6 <&xb6 23 We5+ <4>f7 24 Wxh8 
favour White; 24...Af5 is strongly 
met by 25 We5, while otherwise 
White takes on h7 and acquires two 
connected passed pawns) 20 2f8+ 
*xg7 21 Ad4+ &xf8 22 «T4+ <4>g8 
23 Axb6 £>xb6 24 <&e4 &8d7 25 
£>d6 &g7 26 #f7+ < 4 > h6 27 h4 1-0 
Pasqua-Scalisi, corr. 

Nobody has tried 14...Ac5, when 
15 £>hl Axd4 16 »xd4 £>c6 17 «T4 
<£>cxe5 18 £ie4 0-0 19 2h3! gives 
White a powerful attack, for exam¬ 
ple 19...£>xc4? 20®h4 h6 21 Axh6 
WdS 22 *hg5\ +-. 
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15 £.f6 (D) 

15 <2)xe6 fxe6 16 JLxe6+ &h8 17 
Sxf8+ £xf8 18 #f4 £>c6 19 #f7 
#c5+ 20 *hl £lf6! 21 £xc8 £>xe5 
22 #66 £>eg4 0-1 Tringov-Fischer, 
Havana 1965. 



15 ... £>xf6 

Other moves seem catastrophic, 
with the possible exception of line 4: 

1) 15...gxf6 16 #h6! #xe5 (there 
is no defence, for example 16...^.xc3 
17 £d3 f5 18 $}xf5 +- or 16...#c5 

17 £>cb5! £>xe5 18 Sg3+ £)g6 19 
2h3 2e8 20 2xf6! +-) 17 £>f5! exf5 

18 £>e4! itd2 (18...2e8 19 2h3 £)f8 

20 £)xf6+ #xf6 21 #xf6 £e6 22 
jLxe6 fxe6, Mazzoni-Bobotsov, Le 
Havre 1966, and now 23 2g3+ 4)g6 
24 2xg6+ hxg6 25 #xg6+ 'if8 26 
#f6+ ^g8 27 2f3 would have led to 
mate) 19 £)xd2 #d4+ 20 ih 1 4)e5 

21 2g3+ <S)g4 22 h3 #e5 23 2f4 
#el+ 24 £>fl #xg3 25 2xg4+ 
#xg4 26 hxg4 regaining all the ma¬ 
terial and retaining a decisive attack, 
R.Byrne-Evans, US Ch 1965. 

2) 15...£lxe5? 16 2xb4#xb4 17 
Jixe5 #xc4 18 JLxg7 and White is 
winning. 

3) 15...£k6 16 £)xc6 bxc6 17 
2xb4 #xb4 V 2 -V 2 Radulov-Bobekov, 


Bulgaria 1968, but 16 £lf5! (not 16 
#g5?? £lxf6) looks strong to me, 
for example 16...#c5+ 17 2f2! gxf6 
(17...exf5 18 #g5) 18 #h6 exf5 19 
exf6 +-. 

4) 15..^fi.c5!? is untested. 

16 exf6 2d8 

17 2xb4 

Slower ideas fail, e.g. 17 2f4 g6 
18 *hl ±f8, 17 *hl £>c6 18 £>xc6 
2xd2 19 4)xa5 Jbia5 + or 17 fxg7 
Ac5. 

17 ... #xb4 

18 #g5 g6 

19 2f4 

19 £>e4 (19 <5^xe6 itxe6 20 JLxe6 
#xc3 21 #h6 #c5+ and ...#f8 -+) 
#f8 (19...2xd4? 20 c3) 20 £>f3 (20 
c3 £>c6 21 £ixc6 bxc6 22 h4 Sd5! 23 
Axd5 exd5 24 £>g3 h6 25 #e3 Ae6 
26 h5 g5 + Ortega-Bobotsov, Sochi 
1966) and now: 

1) 20.J&C6 21 #h4 h5 (21...£)d4 
22 5)e5 £>f5 23 Sxf5 gxf5 24 #g3+ 
ih8 25 £>g5 Sdl+ 26 &f2 Sd2+ 27 
&e2 Sd7 28 #h4 h6 29 £>gxf7+ 
Sxf7 30 £>g6+ ih7 31 £>xf8+ 2xf8 
32 JLh5 1-0 Randolfi-Verwoert, con- 
1991) 22 #g5 *h7 23 #h4 #h6 24 
£leg5+ ig8 25 #f4 #f8 26 £>xf7 
#xf7 27 £lg5 #f8 28 #c7 #h6 29 
#f7+ &h8 30 #c7 ig8 V 2 -V 2 Heik- 
kinen-Tanninen, corr 1979. 

2) 20...b5!21i.b3Ab7 22Axe6 
£xe4 23 Jixf7+ #xf7 24 S)e5 
#a7+ 25 *hl #f2! 26 f7+ ig7 27 
f8#+ #xf8 28 $M7 £>d7 29 #h6+ 
4^8 30 #e3 5)f6 0-1 Svager-Prie- 
ditis, corr 1968. Various improve¬ 
ments have been proposed for White, 
but none appears to justify White’s 
play fully. For example, Geller gave 
22 #h4, but 22...±xe4 23 £sg5 
#c5+ 24 ihl &xg2+ 25 *xg2 5d2+ 
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26 &h3 h5 27 i.xe6 2a7 is -+, 
while The Najdorf for the Tourna¬ 
ment Players 21 ®g4 bxc4 22 <£>eg5 
is met by 22...#c5+ 23 &hl h5 24 
Wh4 2d5!. 

19 ... b6 

There are two other reasonable 
moves: 

1) 19...2xd4 20 #h6 (20 Bxd4 

Wb6 21 £ie2 22 M e5 23 h5 
Wxf6 24 Wxf6 £>xf6 25 2d8+ & g 7 
26 h6+ &xh6 27 Sf8 b5 -+ Greiner- 
Ziewitz, corr 1971) Sd 1+21 £)xdl 
Wf8 22 Wg5 (22 Wxf8+ &xf8 23 
5d4 £id7 24 Sf4 b5 25 A.e2 e5 26 
2fl Sb8 -+ Roose-Geradon, corr 
1992) 23 Bd4 h6 and Black is 

better according to Boleslavsky. 

2) 19...#f820Sh4b5 21i.d3(21 
i.b3 b4 22 &a4 h6 23 Bxh6 Sxd4 
24 Bxg6+ V 2 -V 2 Harding-Blackstock, 
Hastings II 1966/7; not, however, 21 
®f3? ®d7 threatening 22...ffc5+) 
b4 22 £xg6 hxg6 23 2h6 2xd4 24 
2xg6+ V 2 -V 2 Hartston-Mecking, 
Hastings 1966/7. However, instead 
of provoking the drawing sacrifice 
on g6, Black could have played 
...Sa7 at some stage, leaving White 
struggling to gain compensation. 

20 Bh4 Wf8 (D) 

and now: 

1) 21 &ce2 Ab7? (21...2a7! is 
better) 22 £lxe6 2dl+ 23 4f2 fxe6 
24 £xe6+ <£>h8 25 #xg6 Wc5+ 26 
£>d4! 1-0 Szekely-Toth, Budapest 
1967. 

2) 21 s£fl 2d6 (21 ...Ba7? 22 £tf3 
£>d7 23 £le4 jkb7 24 2xh7! with a 
dangerous attack, Mazzoni-Lee, Ha¬ 
vana OL 1966) 22 £>f3 £>dl 23 £>e4 
Ab7! and according to O’Kelly both 



24 £>xd6 ®xd6 and 24 2xh7 *&xh7 

25 ®h4+ &g8 26 £>fg5 £>xf6 27 
£}xf6+ &g7 are good for Black. 

3) 2ltt r e3i.b7(not21...Ba7?22 
£>e4 Bad7? 23 Bxh7 1-0 Tringov- 
Palmasson, Havana OL 1966) and 
now: 

3a) 22 jkxe6 £>c6 doesn’t work. 

3b) 22 £te4 £xe4 takes most of 
the sting out of White’s attack. 

3c) 22 &xe6 fxe6 23 £.xe6+ 
*h8 24 #h3 Wc5+ 25 *hl h5 26 
®g3 2d2 27 Ah3 Sf2 28 Bf4 Bxf4 
29 Wxf4 Wf8 30 f7 <&c6 31 £te4 
2d8 32 *gl %7 33 £>d6 g5 0-1 
Greiner-May, corr 1972. 

3d) 22 #h3 ffc5 23 £>e2 2xd4 
24 £>xd4 (24 2xd4 £>d7 25 jkxe6 
£>xf6 and Black is a pawn up with 
the better position) £kl7 25 iLxe6 
£>xf6 26 Bf4 2f8 +. 

The conclusion is that the position 
after 12...^.b4 is at least equal for 
Black, with the proviso that he must 
play very accurately. This line has 
been analysed and tested so exten¬ 
sively it seems unlikely that a major 
improvement will be found for 
White. 



10 f5 ftc6 11 fxe6 fxe6 12 
$jxc6 bxc6 13 e5 dxe5 


I e4 c5 2 £)f3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £)xd4 
£>f6 5 £k3 a6 6 i.g5 e6 7 f4 Wb6 8 
#d2 #xb2 9 Sbl Wa3 10 f5 £>c6 

II fxe6 fxe6 12 £ixc6 bxc6 13 e5 
dxe5 14 ^.xf6 gxf6 

15 foe4(D) 

Not 15 jLe2? (the whole point of 
White’s play is to prevent Black’s 
queen returning to the centre and this 
is much more important than forcing 
Black’s king to move) Wd6 and now: 

1) 16 We3, Hiibner-Portisch, Rio 
de Janeiro IZ1979, and now 16...Wc5! 
17 Ah5+(17#g3.f5 18£h5+ &d8 
+) &d8 18 #d3+ &c7 19 £>e4 Wd4 
20 Wxd4 exd4 21 £ixf6 $Ldl + is 
best. 

2) 16£h5+&e7 17Wcl(anew 
attempt to revive this system; the 
older 17 We2 Wd4 is good for Black 
after 18 £>e4 Ah6 19 Bb3 Wal+ 20 
*f2 Wd4+ 21 &el f5 0-1 A.Martin- 
Nunn, London 1979, or 18 Ji.h6 
19 c3 Wc5 20 We4 Sa7 21 Af3 Hd7 
22 Bb2 Ag5 23 Be2 a5 24 Wxc6 
Wxc6 25 Axc6 Bd6 0-1 Griinfeld- 
Quinteros, Lone Pine 1979) Bb8 
(17...Ad7 18 < ie2 is less clear) 18 
2xb8 Wxb8 19 0-0 Wb4 20 £>e4, 
Boiky-Shashin, USSR 1990, and now 
Boiky gave the line ‘20...®xe4 21 
Wa3+ &d7 22 Bdl+ 4>c7? 23 #a5+ 
4>b8 24 Bbl+ &a8 25 Wc7 +-’. 
However, after 25.. JLb4 it is Black 


and not White who wins, for exam¬ 
ple 26 a3 2g8 or 26 i.f3 Wd4+ 27 
*hl e4 28 c3 Wd3 29 i.xe4 i.b7. 

After 15 £>e4 Black has a major 
choice. The first variation is dubious; 
the second is greedy but is appar¬ 
ently sufficient for a draw; the third 
is the traditional main line: 



A: 15...«e7 
B: 15...Wxa2 
C: 15...Ae7 

The alternatives are not recom¬ 
mended: 

1) 15...f5? 16 &e 2 fxe4 17 i.h5+ 
*e7 18 0-0 Wd6 19 Bf7+ &d8 20 
2xf8+ wins. 

2) 15...Wa4 16 £>xf6+ <S?e7 17 
i.d3 #h4+ (17...*xf6 18 0-0+ &e7 
19 Wg5+ <£e8 20 i.xh7 +-) 18 g3 
#h6 (18...±h6 19 #a5 Wxf6 20 2f 1 
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Af4 21 #c7+ We7 22 #xe5 +-) 19 
#xh6 i.xh6 20 Sfl &e7 21 Sb6 
gives White the better ending. 

A) 

15 ... We7 

16 &e2 h5 

This idea has recently been played 
several times in correspondence chess, 
but it seems to be unsound. 

17 mu 

The critical move. Alternatives: 

1) 17 ®xf6+? #xf6 18 Sfl #h4+ 
19g3®d4 -+. 

2) 17 0-0 f5 18 ®c3 (18 #dl 
Wd8! 19 £xh5+ &e7 20 Gtfl Wxdl 
21 Axdl e4 -+; 18 £lg3 Wc5+ 19 
$hl £h6 20 £xh5+ &e7 + Mi- 
nazzi-Roselli, corr 1985) $Ld7 19 
#xe5 $Lgl 20 <SV16+ &f8 21 «c5 
Eh6? (21...*g8 22 Sb7 Af8 23 fidl 
Eh7 24 Ac4 Wf6 «) 22 Sb7 2d8 23 
Ed 1 e5 24 ®b6 ± c5 25 #c7 %5 26 
4M5 Sc6 27 #xd8+ ®xd8 28 Edxd7 
1-0 Haag-Raudenbusch, corr 1985. 

3) 17 #c3 £d7 (17...to7 18 
Wxc6 mi 19 Efl f5 20 2xf5+ 1-0 
Molarius-Nagel, corr 1993) 18 Hb7 
f5 19 ®xe5 (19 £ig3 Wc5! 20 ±xh5+ 
&d8 with good chances for Black) 
jLgl 20 4ld6+ to8 and now the 
natural continuation 21 Wc5 'i’gS 22 
0-0 transposes to the bracket after 
Black’s 21st move in line 2. 

4) 17 Edl f5 18 £>g3 h4 19 
£h5+ Exh5 20 £lxh5 to7 21 h3 
&g6 22 g4 ®b4 23 Wxb4 £xb4+ 24 
&12 JLc5+ 25 4>g2 .&d4 T Rusafov- 
Mladenov, corr 1992. 

17 ... ±g7 

18 £xh5+ *f8 

19 0-0 f5 

20 2b3 *g8 

21 2d3 (D) 


More dangerous than 21 £lg3 
2a7 22 Sb8 &h7 23 £g6+!? <4>xg6 
24 Sxc8! Sd7! (24...2xc8?25 *h5+ 
to6 26 4ie4#) 25 ®e2 Wc5+ 26 
toil Eh4 + Giazzi-Nagel, corr 1988. 



21 ... a5 

The alternative is 21...Ea7 (not 
21...fxc4? 22 Af7+ «xf7 23 2d8+! 
Wf8 24 2dxf8+ i.xf'8 25 Wd8 +-) 
22 Ed8+ (22 £id6 is possible be¬ 
cause 22...e4 23 £)xe4 #h4 24 2h3 
Hfxe4 25 #d8+ Af8 26 2g3+ wins 
for White; however, after 24...®e7! 
White may not have any more than 
a draw) to7, Ralbjerg-Nagel, corr 
1991, and now 23 £e8!! ®h4 24 g3! 
Wh6 25 2xc8 fxe4 26 #g4 is win¬ 
ning for White. 

22 Ed8+! 

22 Ag6 £a6 23 2d7 #h4 24 2f3 
2h6 is unclear. 

22 ... &h7 

23 JLTJ »h4 

24 2d3 ich6 

and now: 

1) 25 <23d6 2f8 26 We2!7 i.a6 27 
Wxe5 i.xd3 28 cxd3 Ead8! 29 &xe 6 
.&g7! 30 JLxf5+ toi8 (Black is dis¬ 
tinctly better) 31 2f4? Wxh2+! 32 
&xh2 JLxe5 0-1 Van Houten-Nagel, 
corr 1988. 
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2) 25 Bg3 Sd8 26 i.g6+ <£h8 
(26...*g7 27 #al Af4 28 £xf5+ 
i.xg3 29 hxg3 +-) 27 £>d6 Sa7 28 
#al,Grozescu-Popescu,corr 1991, 
and now 28...Wd4+ 29 Wxd4 exd4 
30 £>f7+ Bxf7 31 Axf7 Bf8 gives 
Black good compensation. 

3) 25 Sh3! (this is the refutation 
of 15..Mel) #xe4 26 #h5 &g7 27 
%6+ &f8 28 £xe6! i.xe6 (28...*e7 
29 «T7+ <£>d6 30 Sdl+ *c5 31 
#e7+) 29 Wf6+ &e8 30 ®xe6+ 1-0 
Boto-Mijatovi£, Yugoslavia 1991. 

B) 

15 ... «xa2 

No refutation of this move is 
known. The main line appears to 
lead to a more or less forced draw, 
but there are some interesting devia¬ 
tions. 

16 Sdl 

16 £>xf6+ *f7 17 Sdl (17 Sb3 
#al+ 18 < 4 > e2 #d4 19 ®g5, Matu- 
lovi£-Nunn, Helsinki 1981,19...e4! 
20 £)g4 £g7 +) #b2! (not 17...*xf6? 

18 £d3, nor 17...a5?l 18 &b5! fol¬ 
lowed by 19 0-0, with a very danger¬ 
ous attack in both cases) 18 £>e4 
Jtb4 19 c3 #xd2+ 20 Sxd2 i.e7, 
Hjartarson-Van der Heijden, Gronin¬ 
gen 1979/80, and White does not 
have enough compensation for the 
two pawns. 

16 ... £e7 (D) 

16...^f? is best met by 17 JLd3 

since 17 Jk.e2 ^<15 18 jLh5+ 'i’g7 

19 We3 ®a5+ 20 c3 Jie7 favoured 
Black in Rodriguez-Guimerans, con- 
1989. 

17 jLe2 

Or: 

1) 17 ji.d3 f5 18 0-0 and now 
Black can try: 



la) 18...0-0 19 Wh6 2f7 20 2f3 
&h8 (20...«fa5 21 £c4! 2a7 22 £>g5! 
is dangerous, but 20...jLd7 21 jLfl 
2d8 22 2g3+ &h8 23 Wh5 i.e8 24 
£kl6 2xd6 25 2xd6 e4 26 2xc6 Wal 
was + in Ernst-Fedder, Copenhagen 
1982) 21 2h3 (21 Wh5 2a7 22 <4>hl 
Af8 23 £>g5 2fe7 24 £>xh7 2xh7 
25 We8 2hf7 26 2h3+ &g8 + Bij- 
Feukkink, con 1993) iLd7 22 &hl 
2g8 23 Oc3 Wa5 24 Axf5 exf5 25 
2xd7 #c5 +, Velimirovic-Polajzer, 
Maribor 1980. 

lb) 18...2a7 19 Wh6 2d7 (once 

the rook anives on d7 Black threat¬ 
ens to tuck his king away by ... l £’d8 
and ...*c7) 20 £>f6+ Axf6 21 #xf6 
Sf8 22 Wxe5 ^5 23 1^8 + 

Bouaziz-Nunn, Hamburg 1982. 

2) 17 i.xd6 18 #xd6 #a5+ 
19 c3 (19 5d2 Sa7 20 *f2 1^6+ 21 
*f3 *f7 22 i.c4 fie8 23 Wd3 *f8 T 
Sandklef-Butze, con 1982) 2a7 20 
jLe2 h5 (other moves are also good) 
21 Wxc6+ £d7 22 Wf3 f5 23 0-0 
#c5+ 24 ^hl h4 + Sonntag-Koski- 
nen, con 1985. 

17 ... 0-0 

18 0-0 (D) 

18 ... f5 

Black has an interesting alterna¬ 
tive in 18...2a7!? and now: 
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1) 19 £*xf6+ &xf6 20 Sxf6 2xf6 
21 Kg5+ 2g6 22 2d8+ *f7 is sim¬ 
ply incorrect. 

2) 19 Wh6 #xc2 20 jLd3 Ifb3 
(the attack on the dl-rook prevents 
White bringing his reserves up) 21 
*hl f5 22 We3 2d7 23 2d2 £.64 0-1 
Morris-Paulsen, Copenhagen 1980. 

3) 19 2f3 (the critical move) and 
now: 

3a) 19...2f7 20 #h6 (20 Wd8+ 
£.xd8 2 12xd8+ *g7! 22 2g3+ <&h6 
23 2h3+ &g6 24 2g3+ *h6 is a 
draw - note that 21 ...2f8 22 <2)xf6+ 
^?g7 23 <S)h5+ <&h6 24 2dxf8 is good 
for White) Wxc2? (20...2d7 trans¬ 
poses to line 3b) 21 2g3+ &h8 22 
Ah5 2b7 23 h3 ± 2b3? 24 2d8+ 1-0 
Van Kempen-Groeger, corr 1991. 

3b) 19...*h8 20 2g3 2d7 (better 
than 20...2g8 21 #h6 Sxg3 22 hxg3 
Hd7 23 4)xf6 Wxc2, Hakki-Iskov, 
Eksjo 1982 and now 24 £)xd7 'Sfxe2 
25 Sfl Wxfl+26 *xf 1 Ad7 27 Wd2 
+-) 21 Wh6 Sf7 22 #h5 Sxdl+ 
(22...i.f8 23 h3 Wa5? 24 Sxd7 
Sxd7 25 £>xf6 Sg7 26 #xh7+ 1-0 
Servi-Liskevitch, corr 1970, but 
even 23...3c7 24 Sd8 #bl+ 25 &h2 
#b4 26 £sxf6! Sxf6 27 Wg5 Sg6 28 
#xe5+ Sgg7 29 Bxg7 Sxg7 30 
Sxc8 is ±) 23 £.xdl Wa5! 24 *fl 


Wd8 (24... Wb5+7 25 £.e2 #bl+ 26 
*f2 Wb 1 21 £.xa6 Wal+ 28 *f3 
Wx*6 29 #xf7 #fl+ 30 £>f2 e4+ 
31 <£g4 e5+ 32 &h4 1-0 Poliakov- 
Khenkin, USSR 1988) 25 Wxf7 
ifxd 1 ■+ 26 &f2 Wxc2+ 27 &e3 £.c5+ 
28 4)xc5 #xc5+ 29 <&f3 e4+! 30 
< &xe4 #04+ V 2 -V 2 G.Andersson-Poul- 
sen, corr 1991. 

19 Wh6(D) 

The sacrifice 19 2f3 fxe4 20 2g3+ 
&h8 21 ®c3 is refuted by 21...jLb7, 
as in Hjelm-Khenkin, Gausdal 1991, 
while 19 Wc3 Wa3 20 Wxc6 We3+ 
21 4tf2 Sa7 was + in Rittiphunya- 
wong-Bogda, Lucerne OL 1982. 



19 ... Hf7?! 

Or: 

1) 19...fxe4? 20 Exf8+ i.xf8 21 
Wg5+ *h8 22 «ff6+ *g8 23 £.h5 
Sa7 24 Sfl £.c5+ 25 *hl Wd5 26 
4.F7+ Sxf7 27 Wxf7+ 4?h8 28 Wf6+ 
*g8 29 Wg5+ &h8 30 h4 Wd6 3 1 h5 
We7 32 Wxe5+ *g8 33 Sf4 h6 34 
Sf6 ±d6 35 Sg6+ &h7 (35...*f7 
36 Wg7+ *e8 37 WhS+ wins) 36 
#xe4 1-0 Griinfeld-Helmers, Lu¬ 
cerne 1979. 

2) 19...Wxc2 (best) and now: 

2a) 20 Sd3 (this leads to a forced 

draw) «xe2 21 Sg3+ <4>f7 22 Sxf5+ 
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exf5 23 Sg7+ &e8 24 Wxc6+ *d8 

25 Wb6+ V 2 -V 2 Velimirovic-Fta£nik, 
Vrsac 1981. 

2b) 20&g5?Ac5+21 *hl Ha7 

22 Axa6 Axa6 23 Wxe6+ Sff7 24 
Scl (24 £>xf7 Sxf7 25 Scl We4 26 
Sfel Ae 3 21 Scdl Ac4 -+ Soler- 
Engel, coir 1977) #d2 25 £>xf7 2xf7 

26 Sfdl #e3 27 flel fT2 28 2xe5 
Afl 0-1 Liberzon-Griinfeld, Biel 
1980. 

2c) 20 Sf3 and now: 

2cl) 20...Wxe2? 21 2g3+ <4>f7 22 
2g7+ &e8 23 2xe7+ &xe7 24 Wg5+ 
and mate in two more moves. 

2c2) 20...Ac5+ 21 &hl 2a7 22 
2g3+ ^hS 23 4if6 threatening 24 
Wxf8+. 

2c3) 20...f4 212h3 2f7 22 2hd3! 
Ad7 (22...Wxe2 forces a draw after 

23 2d8+ 2f8 24 4lf'6+ *f7 25 &h5 
Axd8) 23 Af3! and now Wittman- 
Groiss,Lienz 1979,went23...Ac5+ 

24 *hl Ad4 25 £rf6+ 2xf6 26 Wxf6 
±. The critical move is 23...2a7 with 
a highly unclear position. 24 2xd7 
2xd7 25 2xd7 Ac5+ is probably 
winning for Black, so White should 
continue more quietly. 

2c4) 20...2f7 transposes to line 
1 of the following note (which fa¬ 
vours Black). 

The point of 19...2f7 is to avoid 
the forced draw after 19...Wxc2 20 
2d3, but this is probably one risk too 
many and now White can gain the 
advantage. 

20 2d3! 

Or: 

1) 20 2f3 Wxc2 21 2g3+ <&h8 
22 Ah5 fxe4 (22...Wxdl+ 23 Axdl 
fxe4 24 h3 Ad7 25 Ah5 V 2 -V 2 De 
Vleeschauwer-Leca, corr 1990) 23 
h3 Wf2+ 24 < 4?h2, Dravnieks-Beals, 


corr 1985, and now the best line is 

24.. .#xg3+! 25 &xg3 2g7+26 Ag4 
(26 <&h2 Ag5 27 Af7 2a7 28 Axe6 
2ad7 29 Axd7 Axh6 should win for 
Black) Ag5 27 #h5 Ad7 and, in 
view of the threats of ...Ae8 and 
...Af4+, Black has a near-decisive 
advantage. 

2) 20 £)d6 2g7 21 £)xf5 (21 Ac4 
Wxc2 22 Axe6+ Axe6 23 Wxe 6+ 
<4>h8 24 g3 Axd6 25 #xd6 f4! 26 
Idel #c3! 27 2xe5 2ag8 28 Wf6 
fxg3 29 h4 g2 30 2dl th3 0-1 Tisch- 
bierek-H.Grunberg, Furstenwalde 
1981) exf5 22 Wxc6 Ab7 23 Ac4+ 
&h8 24 Wxbl Ac5+ 25 *hl 2xb7 
26 Axa2 (Black is a pawn up but the 
result should be a draw) 2f8 27 Ac4 
2b6 28 2d5 Ad4 29 g3 Ab2 30 Ad3 
2bf6 V 2 -V 2 Zundel-Elwert, corr 1991. 

20 ... 2g7 

Or: 

1) 20...Af8 21 £>f6+ &h8 22 
2g3! leads to mate. 

2) 20...f4 21 Ah5 2g7 (21...2f5 
22 Ag6! hxg6 23 Wxg6+ &f8 24 
2h3 +-) 22 2fdl Wa5 23 £>f6+ 3>h8 
(23...Axf6 24 #xf6 iul7 25 2xd7 
2xd7 26 #xe6+ wins) 24 £ixh7! 
Sxh7 25 2d8+ mates. 

3) 20...Ab7 212g3+ *h8 22 Ah5 
Af8 (22...2af8 23 Axf7 2xf7 24 
®h5 +-) 23 £ig5! 2g7 24 fT6 with 
a very dangerous attack. 

21 2fdl (D) 

21 £»f6+ Axf6 22 #xf6 Ad7 23 
2fdl 2f8 +. 

After 21 2fdl Black has no good 
continuation: 

1) 21...Ab7 22 £>f6+ Axf6 (or 

22.. .<S?h8 23 £)xh7! 2xh7 24 2d8+ 
+-) 23 Wxf6 2f8 24 2d8 2gf7 25 
2xf8+ 2xf8 26 #g5+ &>h8 27 2d7 
and wins. 
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2) 21...fxe4 22 2d8+ £xd8 23 
2xd8+ &17 24 Wh5+ *f6? (24...2g6 
25 #xh7+ 2g7 26 &h5+ &e7 27 
2e8+ <&d6 28 Wxgl Wbl+ 29 *f2 
«fxc2+ 30 <&g3 Wc3+ 31 &h4 ±) 25 
Wh4+ 2g5 26 #h6+ 2g6 27 1T8+ 
&g5 28 g3 1-0 Brunner-Stohl, Dort¬ 
mund 1990. 

3) 21...J.d7 22 $tf6+! (22 2xd7 
fxe4 23 2xe7 2xe7 24 #g5+ 2g7 
25 2d8+ 2xd8 26 #xd8+ *f7 27 
.£.h5+ 2g6 28 Axg6+ leads to per¬ 
petual check) jLxf'6 23 #xf6 ®xc2 

24 #xe5! (24 2xd7 2xg2+ =) 2d8 

25 *fl! ± 2f7 26 #g3+! 2g7 27 
Wh4 2b8 28 Sxd7 Sxd7 29 Sxd7 
Hbl+ 30 *f2 Wc5+ 31 *f3! #c3+ 
32 £d3 Bfl+ 33 &e2! 1-0 Krempel- 
Svendsen, corr 1990. 

C) 

15 ... ±e7 

16 &e2 h5 (D) 

Better than 16...0-0 17 2b3 Wa4 

18 c4 and now: 

1) 18...2f7 19 0-0 f5 20 2g3+ 
<&h8 21 ®c3 Af8 22 ®xe5+ i.g7 23 
4ld6! 2e7 24 2xf5 1-0 Vitolin§-Gut- 
man, Riga 1967. 

2) 18...f5 19 0-0! c5 (or 19,..fxe4 
20 2g3+ i?h8 21 2xf8+ £xf8 22 
Wg5 and wins), Hartston-Gligoric, 


Hastings 1965/6, and now 20 2g3+ 
'i’hS 21 ®c3! would have been the 
quickest win. 

3) 18...*h8 19 0-0 2a7 20 #h6 
Wa5 (20...f5? 21 2g3 Ab4 22 S)f6 
1-0 Gipslis-Korchnoi, USSR Ch 
1963) 21 S)xf6 (21 2g3 Ac5+ 22 
*hl f5 23 £>f6 Wd8! defends) Wc5+ 
22 *hl ±xf6 23 2xf6 2g7, Giazzi- 
Alagna, corr 1985, and now 24 Wfe3\ 
®e7 25 Sxf8+ #xf8 26 Sb8 leaves 
Black with a miserable position. 



17 Hb3 

Or 17 £f3 (17 c4 f5 18 Sb3 #a4 
is lined; 17 0-0 f5 18±d3?! {18 
jLf3 transposes to later in the current 
note} ±d7 19 Sb3 ®a4 20 c4 fxe4 
21 jLxe4 #xc4 + Bronstein-Gufeld, 
Tbilisi 1980) and now: 

1) 17...2a7182b82c7(18...&f7 
19 0-0 f5 20 2xc8 2xc8 21 #h6 
*e8 22 Sdl &c5+ 23 &hl £Ld4 24 
Wxe6+ <&d8 25 £ld6 5d7 26 £)xc8 
1-0 Ernst- Hjartarson, Gausdal 1985) 
19 0-0 f5 20 53g3 ®d6 and now: 

la) 21 jLxh5+ i’dS 22 We2 2d7 
23 Sa8 ©C5+ 24 4>hl #b5 25 c4 
Wc5 26 Sd4 27 Sxc8+ (the 
variation 27 .Ste6!? Sxh2+ 28 ‘i’gl 
Hhl+ 29 £ixhl 2d6+ 304>h22xe6 
31 2xf5 &c7 is roughly equal) 4“xc8 
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28 Axe6+ 4>c7 29 4ixf5 Sf4 ? Emst- 
Hunerkopf, Gausdal 1986. 

lb) 21 #e2 #c5+ 22 &hl h4 23 
Ah5+ &d7 24 Sd 1+Ad6 25 #d2 e4 
26 Wg5 #e5 27 Sb4 ± Oechslein- 
Manuelyan, corr 1986. 

2) 17...f5 and now: 

2a) 18 2b3 #a4 19 £)d6+ Axd6 

20 #xd6 #a5+ 21 <*>f2 (21 c3?! 2a7 
22 0-0 &f7 23 c4 2d7! 24 #xc6 2c7 
25 #a8 &g7 26 2b5 Wc3 + Kotkov- 
Mukhin, Moscow 1970) <&f7 22 Sdl 
2a7 23 Axc6 &f6! 24 2e3 2g7 25 
2d5 #c7 26 #xe5+ #xe5 27 2dxe5 
= Kaufman-Quinteros, Washington 
1979. 

2b) 18 £)d6+ Axd6 19 Axc6+ 
&f7 20 Axa8 e4 and now the lines 

21 Ac6 Wc5, 21 Ab7 Ad7 22 2b3 
#05 23 Axa6 h4 and 21 Axe4 fxe4 

22 0-0+ ^eS are all very good for 
Black. 

2c) 18 0-0 and now: 

2c 1) 18...fxe4 (the most promis¬ 
ing move) 19 Axe4 Ad7 with a fur¬ 
ther branch: 

2cll) 20Ag6+&d8 2l2b7#d6! 
22 #e2, Barlov-Sindik, Yugoslavia 
1973, and now 22...^cS defends. 

2c 12) 20 Hb3 #a4 21 Ag6+ 
&d8 22 2d3 c5 23 Sdl 2a7 and 
again Black defends. 

2cl3) 20 2f3 #c5+! 21 <4>hl 
2g8 22 2d3 2g4! 23 2xd7 (23 Af3? 
e4 and 23 #e2 #c4 24 Af3 e4 win 
for Black) 2xe4 24 2bb7 2f4 25 
#dl (25 2xe7+ +) 2f5 26 h3 was 
Bohmfeldt-Nunn, Dortmund 1979, 

and now 26_fi.f8!, threatening ...e4 

followed by ...2d5, wins for Black, 
e.g. 27 2dc7 #d5 -+. 

2c14) 20 2b7 0-0-0 21 2fbl 
Ad6 22 s£?hl 2df8 23 Ad3 2f4 T 
Ribli-Barczay, Budapest 1968. 


2c2) 18...^f7 and now: 

2c21) 19 &hl 2a7 20 2b8 (Tal 
proposed 20 #f2!?) 2d7 21 #e2?! 
(21 #f2 oo) h4 22 Ag4 *g7 23 Axf5 
exf5 24 #f2! Sdl! 25 Sxdl fxe4 26 
#e2 &h6! 27 #xe4 #c5 + Tolnai- 
Kir.Georgiev, St John Open 1988. 

2c22) 19 c4! h4 20 Sb3 #a4 21 
#c3 Sh6 22 #xe5 #xa2 23 Adi (or 

23 2b6 #xc4 24 2xc6 #xc6 25 
£ig5+ Axg5 26 Axc6 2a7 27 #b8 
Ae3+ 28 &hl Ad7 29 #b3! ±) 2a7 

24 2b8 h3, Tisdall-H.Olafsson, Hus- 
avik 1985, and now 25 2b2! #a3 26 
2b3! #a2 27 2g3 would have been 
very good for White. 

2c3) 18...2a7 19 2b8 (19 *hl 
2d7 20 &f6+ Axf6 21 Axc6 #c5 T 
Lanka-Novikov, USSR 1983) &f7 
(19...0-0 20 #h6 fxe4 21 2xc8 Ac5+ 
22 &hl 2xc8 23 #xe6+ *g7 24 
#xe5+ &g8 25 Ae2 2f8 26 Ac4+ 
&h7 27 #xh5+ &g7 28 #g4+ &h6 
29 #h4+ V 2 -V 2 Tolnai-Spiriev, Zal- 
akaros 1988) 20 #f2 2b7 21 Sxb7 
Axb7 22 #g3 #a5 23 £>g5+ Axg5 
24 #xg5 #c5+ 25 *hl #e7 26 
Axh5+ &f8 27 #g6 Sh7 28 Hbl e4 
29 h3 e3 30 Sxb7 V 2 -V 2 Lukov-Spa- 
sov, Pamporovo 1981. 

17 ... Wa4 (D) 

Now there are two lines; the first 

is the older method, now thought 
harmless, and the second is the cur¬ 
rent main line: 

Cl: 18 c4 
C2: 18 £>xf6+ 

Cl) 

18 c4 f5 

Not 18...Sa7?! 19 Bb8! (19 0-0 
Bd7 20 ®b2 «a5 21 Sxf6 2d4 22 
Bb8, Estrin-Zilbershtein, USSR 1969, 
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22..Axf6 23 Bxc8+ £d8 +) *f7 20 
0-0 f5 21 Sxc8! Sxc8 22 Wh6! *e8 

23 #xe6 *d8 24 2xf5 Bd7 25 #xe5 
± Smejkal-Trapl, Czechoslovak Ch 
1964. 

19 0-0 

Other moves are less important: 

1) 19 £fg3 (interesting, but equal 
at best) h4 20 £>h5 and now: 

la) 20...iLd8 21 0-0 #a5 with a 
further branch: 

lal) 22 #e3 Ae7 23 *hl #c5 

24 #h3 (now that Black has got his 
queen out of the box White has to 
work hard to prove that he has 
enough for two pawns; in the exam¬ 
ple he just manages to draw) 2g8 25 
g4 #d4 26 #f3 itd7 27 h3 e4 28 
#f4 ii.d6 29 #h6 #e5 30 2f2 #al+ 
(30...iLe7!? is a winning attempt) 31 
2fl #e5 32 2f2 #al+ 33 2fl #e5 
V 2 -V 2 VeliSkovic-Buljovcic, Novi Sad 
1980. 

Ia2) 22 #d6 #c7 23 #d2 #d7 
(avoiding the draw) 24 2d3 #e7 25 
£}g7+ *f7 26 £lh5 #g5 and Black 
wins, Rasmussen-Mazzeo, corr. 

Ia3) 22 £>g7+ *17 23 2b7+ *g6 
(23... JLxb7 24 #d7+ is just a draw) 
24 #d6, Groszpeter-Karolyi, Buda¬ 
pest 1979, and now 24....&f6! fa¬ 
vours Black. 


lb) 20...2a7 21 #c3 (21 Bb8 
*f7 22 0-0 Sd7 23 #e3 #a5 24 
*hl #c5 25 Wh3 Bd2 26 Bxf5+ 
exf5 27 Bxc8 #f2 0-1 Kordonow- 
ski-Schwarze, corr 1988) and now: 

lbl) 21...#xa2 22 #xe5 (22 2b8 
0-0 23 #xe5 ild8 24 0-0 #a5 and 
now either 25 £lf6+ Sxf6 26 #xa5 
jLxa5 + or 25 #e3 2h7 26 £if6+ 
iLxf6 27 2xc8 2e7 28 2xc6 2d8 ¥) 
#xb3 23 #xh8+ iLf8 24 4lf6+ *e7, 
Fedorowicz-Nunn, Hastings 1977/8, 
and now 25 &h7! #b4+ 26 *>fl 
#bl+ 27 *f2 #b6+ 28 *el would 
have been a draw. 

Ib2) 21...*.d6 may be better, for 
example 22 0-0 2b7 23 2xb7 ilxb7 
24 #e3 #xa2 ? or 23 2fbl #xa2 24 
2xb7 £.xb7 25 2xb7 #xe2. 

2) 19 £ld6+ (Black has a safe ad¬ 
vantage after this move) Axd6 20 
#xd6 #35+ 21 *12 and now: 

2a) 21...&d7? 22 2dl 2d8 23 
Sb7 Sh7 24 Bxd7! Bdxd7 25 £.xh5+ 
Bxh5 26 #xd7+ forces mate. 

2b) 21...*f7 22 c5 *>f6 23 Be3 
e4 24 2xe4 (24 #xc6 Ba7 25 #b6 
#xb6 26 axb6 Hd7 +) fxe4 25 #14+ 
*g6 (it is doubtful if White can even 
draw) 26 #xe4+ *17 27 #e5 2h7 

28 Bdl Sa7 29 i.xh5+ *g8 30 #g5+ 
Bhg7 31 iL g 6 2ad7 32 #h5 #xa2+ 
0-1 Scherbakov-Zaid, Baku 1978. 

2c) 21...2a7 and now: 

2c 1) 22 2b8 *f7 23 Bd 1 *16 24 
c5 (24 #xc6 Bc7 25 Bd5 Bxc6 26 
Bxa5 Bh7 + Ivanov-Ziewitz, corr 
1977) 2d7! 25 #xd7 #xc5+ 26 *>f 1 
JLxd7 27 Bxh8 #e7 28 2h6+ *g7 

29 Bxh5 c5 with a distinct advantage 
for Black, Matulovi6-Stean, Vr§ac 
1979. 

2c2) 22 #xc6+ ±d7 (22.. AH 
23 Bdl is unclear) 23 #d6 *f7 24 
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c5 (24 Shbl Wc7 25 c5 *f6 26 
#xc7 Sxc7 and Black won the end¬ 
ing, Kramer-Acosta, corr 1977) Wc7 
25 2c 1 *f6 26 2b6 Ac8 27 2c6 
Wg7 28 Axa6 2g8 29 g3 2xa6 30 
2xa6 Axa6 31 ®xa6 h4 32 2c3 f4 + 
Schwibbe-Leisebein, corr 1989. 

2c3) 22 2dl *f7 23 2a3 #c7 24 
Wc5 e4 25 2d6 We7 26 Wd4 e5 27 
tfdl #h4+ 28 *gl f4 + Ruppe- 
Blank, corr 1977. 

2c4) 22 2e3 ®c7 23 !fc5 e4 is 
very promising for Black, Hartston- 
Kavalek, Prague 1968. 

2c5) 22 2g3 *17 23 2g5 2d7 24 
Wxc6 Wd2 25 h4 #d4+ 26 *g3 
Ab7 —i- Bjornsson-Palatnik, Phila¬ 
delphia 1994. 

19 ... fxe4 (D) 



20 *hl 
Or: 

1) 20 #dl Ac5+ (20...Ad7? 21 
2b8+ +-; 20...Wa5 21 Axh5+ 2xh5 
22 Wxh5+ *d8 23 Sdl+ *c7 24 
We8 Wc5+ 25 *hl e3 26 2xe3 2b8 
27 2ed3 Ad6 28 h3 <*> Djuric-Ben- 
derac, Yugoslavia Cht 1993) 21 *hl 
Ad4 22 Axh5+ *d8 23 2f7 (23 
Wg4? 2a7 24 W$5+ 2e7 25 2dl 
Wxc4! 26 2c 1 2f8 0-1 Tratatovici- 
Urzica, Romanian Ch 1977) ®xc4 


and now, in view of the back-rank 
threats, White has no satisfactory 
continuation of the attack. 

2) 20 Wc3 and now: 

2a) 20...Ac5+ 21 *hl 2f8 (not 

21.. .Ad4? 22 Wg3) 22 Axh5+ *d8 
23 2dl+ Ad4 (23...Ad7? 24 #xe5 
+-) 24 2xd4+ exd4 25 Wxd4+ Ad7 
26 #b6+ *e7 27 Wc5+ *f6, and 
now 28 #f2+ (or 28 2g3 2g8 29 
Wf2+) draws. 

2b) 20...Wxa2 21 Adi (21 Wxe5? 
Wxb3 22 Wxh8+ *d7 -+; 21 2b2? 
Ac5+ 22 *hl Ad4 -+) Ac5+ (or 

21.. .2f8 22 Axh5+ *d8 23 2dl+ 
Ad7 24 #e3 #35 25 2b7 Ac5 26 
2dxd7+ *c8 27 2dc7+ *d8 28 
2d7+ V 2 -V 2 Kavalek-Fischer, Sousse 
IZ 1967) 22 *hl 2f8 23 Axh5+ 
*d8 (23...*e7? 24 2xf8 *xf8 25 
Wxe5 +- Benkovich-Mukhin, USSR 
1976) 24 2dl+ Ad7! (24...Ad4 25 
2xd4+ exd4 26 Wxd4+ Ad7 27 
«fb6+ *e7 28 Wc5+ *f6 29 Wd4+ 
e5 30#xd7 ®xb3 31 Hd6+ *g7 32 
Wg6+ V 2 -V 2 Gorki-Spassky, USSR 
1968) 25 2b7 Ad4 26 #H4 «T2 27 
h3 2c8 28 Wd6 2f7 -+ Priepke- 
Marten, corr 1988. 

3) 20 Hfc2 (it looks wrong to let 
the black queen out to a5) tta5 21 
#xe4 *d8 (or 21...^c5+ 22 *hl 
2a7 23 Af3 *d8 24 2fbl Sf8 25 g3 
Sd7 26 Sb8 Sd4 -+ Chevaldonnet- 
W. Schmidt, Bagneux 1982)22*hl 
(22 2f7 2a7 +) *c7, Nikolov-Ar- 
mas, Pemik 1983 and with the queen 
coming to c5 Black can defend. 

After 20 *hl the only real ques¬ 
tion is whether White can salvage a 
draw. I suspect that he cannot, al¬ 
though it is not clear which black 
move is the most promising. The al¬ 
ternatives are: 
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1) 20...c5 (safe, but now White 
can probably draw) and now: 

la) 21#c3«c622®xe5Sf8 23 
Sfbl (23 Axh5+ id8 24 Sdl+ ±d7 
25 Ag6 iLd6 26 Wb2 ic7 27 Sbl e3 
28 Sb7+ ic8 29 Sb6 #c7 30 Ae4 
Eb8 31 Sxb8+#xb8 32#e2#xbl+! 
33 Axbl Sf2 -+ Espig-Helmers, 
Lodz 1978) Sa7 24 2b6?! Sb7! 25 
Sxb7 (25 Wxh5+ id8 26 fid 1+ Sd7 
or 25 Axh5+ id8 26 Exb7 #xb7!) 
Axb7 26 Sdl Af6 27 Wxh5+ ie7 
28 Wh7+ Sf7 29 Wg8 Ad4 30 Ah5 
Bg7 0-1 Nunn-Szekely, Groningen 
jrEch 1974/5. 

lb) 21 ®c2! Wc6 22 Sfbl Ad8 
23 Af3 exf3 (23...Sa7 24 &xe4 #d6 
25 Sdl Wf8 26 Sf3 +-) 24 Wg6+ 
id7 25 ®F7+ kc7 26 Sdl+ ic7 27 
Wxe7+ Ad7 28 Sxd7+ Wxd7 29 
Sb7+ ixb7 30 #xd7+ ib6 31 
Wd6+ ib7 32 ®d7+ V 2 -V 2 Taborov- 
Peresypkin, USSR 1977. 

2) 20...Sa7 (simple and strong) 
21 Wc2 (21 Sb8 Sc7 22 Wc3 Sf8! 
23 Sxf8+ Axf8 24 #xe5 Wa3 25 
Axh5+ id8 26 #f6+ id7 27 Sbl 
Sb7 28 Sdl + ic7 29 We5+ Ad6 
and Black has been able to consoli¬ 
date his extra piece, Kengis-Shashin, 
Riga 1976) Wa5 22 #xe4 Wc5 23 
Axh5+ id8 24 &g4 Sf8 25 5dl+ 
ic7 26 h3 2b7 27 Sxb7+ ixb7 28 
Bbl+ ia8 29 Wc2 Ad6 0-1 Har- 
andi-Portisch, Rio IZ 1979. 

3) 20..JLd7 with three possible 
variations: 

3a) 21 Wc2 '#a5! 22 ®xe4 id8! 
23 Sdl ic8 24 Af3 Wc7 25 Sbd3 
Bd8 26 Whl Ae8 27 Wg8 Sxd3 28 
Sxd3 ib7 29 Wxe6 Ac5 30 Axh5 
We7! + Olthof-Van Raay, corr 1978. 

3b) 21 #c3 Sf8 22 Axh5+ (22 
Sdl Sf5 -+) id8 23 Sdl (23 Sfbl 


Ad6! 24 Sdl Ac7 -+) ic8 24 h3 
ltxa2 25 c5 (25 Sxd7 ixd7 26 Sb7+ 
ic8 27 Sxe7 Wt2 28 #a5 Ba7 -+) 
a5 (preventing #a5 in many lines, 
but 25...#a4 was also good) 26 Bdbl, 
Hiibner-Hort, Hamburg m (5) 1979, 
and now 26...Ef2! 27 Wc4 (27 #xe5 
Bfl+) id8 28 #xe4 Bfl+ 29 Sxfl 
«Txb3 30 #xe5 ic8 31 Sf7 Ad8 
would have repulsed the attack as 
the sacrifice on d7 fails to draw. 

3c) 21 Bb7 c5 (even 21...Bd8 22 
We 3 Ac8 23 Sxe7+ ixe7 is promis¬ 
ing for Black after 24 Wc5+? Sd6 
-+ or 24 #g5+ id6 25 Sdl+ 
#xdl+ 26 Axdl Shf8 +) 22 tf b2 
and now the available examples have 
rather favoured White. However, so 
far as I can see, 22...Ad6! is a com¬ 
plete answer to White’s attack, for 
example 23 Sdl WaS! 24 Axh5+ 
(24 h3 kc7) Sxh5 25 Sxd7 (25 tte2 
Sf5 26 Sxd6 ®xa2 -+) #xd7 26 
Wb7+ Wc7 27 WxaH Wc6 28 Wg8 
Sf5 and Black wins. 

C2) 

18 <£ixf6+ Axf6 

19 c4 (D) 

Amazingly, the weak move 19 0-0 
has been played a number of times, 
even though 19...#d4+ 20 1 S f xd4 
exd4 21 Exf6 ie7 gives Black a fa¬ 
vourable ending, for example 22 
Sg6 Ad7 23 c3 (23 Sb7 id6 24 
Sg7 Sad8 25 Sa7 kc8 26 Sh7 e5 27 
Sxh8 Sxh8 28 Sa8 a5 29 Aa6 ic7 
30 *f2 Sf8+ 31 iel Sd8 32 &xc8 
Sxc8 33 Sxa5 'id6 + Licina-Novi- 
kov, Bern 1994; 23 Bg5 id6 ?) c5 
24 Sg7+ id6 25 cxd4 cxd4 26 Bb4 
e5 27 Sb7 Af5 28 Sb6+ ic5 29 Sf6 
Shf8 with good winning chances for 
Black, Kengis-Machulsky, Riga 1980. 
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After 19 c4 it seems unbelievable 
that White has sufficient compensa¬ 
tion for a piece and a pawn, but apart 
from the exposure of his king. Black 
suffers from problems which will 
persist for several moves. His queen 
is locked out of play and his c8- 
bishop displays no activity at all; 
only his dark-squared bishop is do¬ 
ing a good job, and it is this piece 
which holds Black’s entire position 
together. 

Black has two main moves, but 
the rarely played 19...c5 is also pos¬ 
sible: 

C21: 19...i.h4+ 

C22: 19...2a7 

The two lines 19....&h4+ 20 g3 
i.e7 21 0-0 2a7 and 19...2a7 20 0-0 
$Ltl differ only in the position of 
White’s g-pawn, but we consider 
them separately as the availability of 
^g3 is an important difference. Nev¬ 
ertheless they are closely related and 
should be compared. 

Other ideas: 

1) 19...c5 (Black returns the piece 
in order to exchange queens, but the 
resulting ending is slightly worse for 
him) 20 0-0 Wd7 and now: 


la) 21 2d3 %7 22 2g3 Wcl 23 
^d3 (23 2g8+ 2xg8 24 £xh5+ *f8 

25 #h6+ Wgl 26 2xf6+ &e7 27 
2f7+ mn 28 Axf7 <&xf7 29 #h7+ 
is at best a draw for White) Wf7 24 
Wf3 2b8 25 #xf6 #xf6 26 2xf6 
4*e7 is comfortable for Black. 

lb) 21 #xd7+ Jixdl 22 2xf6 
and now: 

lbl) 22...&e7 23 2g6 2ad8 (al¬ 
ternatively, 23 ...24 2g5 ± or 
23...2h7 24 2g5 h4 25 2xe5 2c8 

26 Ag4 ± Aldrete-Rittiphunyawong, 
Lucerne OL 1982) 24 Ee3 &e8 25 
Eg5 Sd2 26 Sgxe5 Eh6 27 Ea3 £c6 
28 Exa6 &d7 29 <&f2 Eg6 30 g3 
Sg4 31 &e3 Sgd4 32 Sxc5 1-0 Be- 
liavsky-Mikhalchishin, USSR 1980. 

Ib2) 22...h4! 23 Be3 (23 Eg6 
&f7 24 Eg5 &f6 or 23 £f3 <&e7) 
&e7 24 Ef2 Eab8 25 Exe5 Sbl+ 26 
Efl Bb2 27 £g4 Exa2 28 Exc5 
V 2 -V 2 Rogulj-Stean, Smederevska 
Palanka 1980. 

2) 19.. JLe7 20 0-0 e4? (20...Ba7 
transposes to line C22; 20...JLd7? 21 
Sb7 0-0-0 22 Efbl Ac5+ 23 &hl 
&d4 24 E7b4 #a3 25 c5 1-0 Recio- 
Romero, corr 1991) 21 Wc3 Ef8 22 
&xh5+ &d8 23 ®d4+ <&>c7 24 Wb6+ 
&d6 25 Edl + <&e5 26 Wd4+ 4>f4 

27 Sfl + 1-0 Nuutilainen-Surakka, 
corr 1981. 

C21) 

19 ... ±h4+ 

20 g3 i.e7 

21 0-0 (D) 

Here there are two main choices 
for Black, of which the first is the 
safest and best, leading to at least a 
draw for Black. The second leads to 
an unclear position after Beliavsky’s 

25 mil 
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C211: 21...h4 
C212: 21...2a7 

Or 21...Ad7 (a rather dubious 
move) 22 2b7 2d8 (after 22...c5 not 
23 Wd3 0-0-0! but 23 Adi! Wc6 24 
Af3 Wd6 25 Wc2 and now 25...#d4+ 

26 &hl 0-0-0 27 Wb3 Ad6 28 2b8+ 
mates, so Nunn-Macaulay, British 
Ch 1979, went 25...e4 26 2dl! Ac6 

27 2xd6 Axd6 28 2b6 with a win¬ 
ning position for White) 23 Ad3 
Ac5+ and now: 

1) 24<&hl2g8 25Ae2!?&e7 26 
Axh5 2g7 27 Wh6 Wxc4 28 ®xg7+ 
&d6 29 W(6 Ad4 30 2fbl ± Wd3? 
31 27b3 Wf5 32 WxdS and White 
won in Timman-Ribli, Nik§ic 1978, 
but a point to note is that if Black 
plays 27...2dg8 White wins by 28 
®f6+&d6 29 2dl+Wxdl 30Axdl, 
but if the pawn is on g2 instead of g3 
(see the note on the previous page), 
then 30...2xg2 turns the tables. 

2) 24 &g2 2g8 25 Well (this 
method seems to work wherever the 
white pawn is) Ad4 26 ®xh5+ &e7 
27 Wh4+ &d6 28 c5+! <£>xc5 29 
®e7+ <S?d5 30 2xd7+ 2xd7 31 
®xd7+ &c5 32 2c 1+ &b6 33 Ae4 
Ac3 34 Wd3 H— Beliavsky-Szekely, 
Frunze 1979. 


C211) 

21 ... h4 

It is astonishing that Black can get 
away with such a move, but he rea¬ 
sons that just at the moment White 
has no instant threats, so pushing the 
h-pawn is the best way to generate 
some counterplay. So far White has 
not found more than a draw; perhaps 
the last unexplored territory is 22 
Ad3!?. 

22 Wd3 

Other moves may be better, since 
some offer good prospects of a draw: 

1) 22 Wc2 Wa5 23 Ah5+ 2xh5 
24 Wg6+ transposes to the main line. 

2) 22 Ad3!? Ac5+ 23 &hl 2g8 

24 Ae2 (24 Ah7 2g4 25 Wd3 2d4 
26 Wg6+ &d8 27 2f7 2dl+ 28 <4>g2 
Wxa2+ 29 4>h3 2d7 -+ Dewar-Bud- 
levskis, corr 1992) Ad7 (24...Ad4 

25 Wh6! ±) 25 Ah5+ <&d8 26 2f7 
Ad4? (26...Ae7 is better, for exam¬ 
ple 27 2d3 c5 28 Adi Wc6+ 29 Af3 
e4 30 Wa5+ <&c8 -+) 27 2b4 Wa3 

28 Sb7 Ae8 29 Sf3 (now White has 
a dangerous attack) hxg3 30 hxg3 
Wa4 31 Axe8 &xe8 32 Sff7 c5 33 
2h7 Wc6+ 34 <&h2 Wd6 35 Wc2 
*d8 36 Wa4 &c 8 37 2hd7 2d8 38 
2xd6 2xd6 39 2e7 e4 40 We8+ 1-0 
Boto-Komljenovic, Zagreb 1982. 

3) 22 Wdl and now: 

3a) 22...Wa5 23 Ah5+ 2xh5 24 
#xh5+ &d8 25 <£hl Wc5 26 2d3+ 
<&c7 27 WeS e4 28 2ddl &b6 29 
2f7 Ag5 30 gxh4 Axh4 31 2bl+ 
<&a5 32 Wh8! +- I.Popov-Tenev, 
corr 1991. 

3b) 22...Ac5+ 23 &hl Ad4 24 
Wc2\ (24 Wd3 <4?e7 25 Wg6 <&d6 26 
Wgl 2d8 27 2dl Wa5 28 gxh4 2d7 

29 Wg3 &e7 -+ Rogulj-Szekely, Vi- 
rovitica 1980) 4d8 (now 24. .S^ell 
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is dubious because of 25 Sf7+! ^d6 
26 c5+ &xc5 27 Sd3+ ®d4 28 g4 ± 
but not 25 Bb7+? Axb7 26 ®xa4 
c5+ 27 iLf3 hxg3 28 h3 e4! +) 25 
Wg6 2e8 (25...Ad7 26 Wg7 Se8!? 
is an interesting winning attempt, 
but not 26... < 4’c7? 27 2b7+! +-) 26 
2f7 Sa7 27 2xa7 i.xa7 28 Wf6+ 
2e7 29 Wh8+ 2e8 30 Wf6+ V 2 -V 2 
Berecz-Rumiancevas, corr 1992. 

22 ... Wa5! (D) 

The only move (but a strong one!), 
as 22...Ac5+ (or 22...2h6 23 i.h5+ 
2xh5 24 Wg6+ *d8 25 2dl+ Ad7 
26 Wg8+ &c7 27 Wxa8 i.c5+ 28 
■skill +- Jonasson-Pigusov, Reykja¬ 
vik 1994) 23 &g2 h3+ 24 *hl &e7 
25 Wg6 Wd6 26 Wg7 is winning for 
White after 26...2d8 27 2dl+ Ad4 
28 2xd4+ exd4 29 Wxd4+ &e7 30 
Wh4+ +- or 26...^.d7 27 2dl+ Ad4 
28 c5+! &c7 29 2b7+ <£xb7 30 
Wxd7+ &b8 3 1 2bl+Wb5 32 i.xb5 
cxb5 33 a4 +- Henczi-Tolnai, Hun¬ 
gary 1981. 



23 £h5+ 

Other moves are no better: 

1) 23 Wg6+ *d8 24 Wg7 2e8 25 
Ah5 Sa7! 26 *hl (26 Wg6 2f8 is 
also good for Black) h3! 27 AxeS 
(27 2d3+ 2d7 28 Wg6 2f8 -+) 


Wxa2! 28 i.xc6 Wxb3 29 Wxe5 Wb6 

30 Ae4 2d7 31 Wh8+ <&c7 32 Wxh3 
.&b7 33 Wg4 2d4 0-1 Maninang- 
Ribli, Indonesia 1982. 

2) 23 2dl Wc5+ 24 *hl e4! 25 
Wxe4 2h6 26 gxh4 (the point of the 
preliminary ...e4 is to meet 26 Ji.h5+ 
by ...*xh5; 26 Wf4 2f6 27 We4 
Adi -+ Kovacs-Karolyi, Hungary 
1984) Adi 27 Wf4 2xh4 (Black has 
a choice of good moves; the move 
played aims to set up an attack on h2, 
but 27...2f6 was also promising) 28 
Wg3 Ag5 29 2gl i.f6 30 2f3 We5 

31 Wf2 0-0-0! 32 2xf6 2xh2+ 33 
Wxh2 Wxf6 + Misius-Palevic, corr 
1983. 

3) 23 £.g4 2h6 24 £.h5+ 2xh5 
25 Wg6+ transposes to the main line. 

23 ... 2xh5 

Now the only question is whether 
White can draw. Play continues 24 
Wg6+ &d8 25 Wxh5 Wc5+ 26 <&hl 
(26 &g2 &c7 27 We8 h3+! 28 &xh3 
e4 29 & g 2 e5 30 &h 1 Wd6 0-1 Parr- 
S.Szilagyi, corr 1983) and now: 

1) 26...2a7 27 Wh8+ &c7 28 
We8 Wd6 29 Sf7 Wdl+ 30 &g2 h3+ 
with perpetual check (Bottlik). 

2) 26...&C7 27 We8 Wd6 (not 
27... Ab7? 28 Sxb7+) 28 2f7 Wdl+ 
29 &g2 h3+ 30 &xh3 Wh5+ 31 &g2 
We2+ 32 &h3 Wh5+ V 2 -V 2 Olthof- 
Gochev, Eger 1987. 

3) 26...hxg3 27 2xg3? (27 hxg3) 
&c7 28 2g7 Ad7 29 2ff7 2e8 30 
We2 Wd6 -+ Rimpineva-Wikman, 
corr 1992. The exchange on g3 rules 
out the trick Black uses to win in line 
4, so black players should be wary of 
exchanging on g3 prematurely. 

4) 26...e4! 27 Wh8+ &c7 28 We8 
Wd6 29 2f7 Wdl+ 30 &g2 We2+! 
(30...h3+ 31 *f2 Wd2+ 32 &fl Adi 
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33 Vxe7 I'd 1+ 34 *f2 #d2+ 35 
■^fl #dl+ V 2 -V 2 C.Martinez-Novi- 
kov, Mendoza 1985) 31 <2?gl (31 Sf2 
h3+ 32 &xh3 Wxf2 33 «'xe7+ Ad7 
-+) Wel+32 <*g2 h3+ 33 &xh3 e5+ 

34 < i?g2 Ah3+ and Black wins. 


C212) 

21 ... Sa7 

22 Sb 8 Sc7 (D) 



23 Wd3 

Or: 

1) 23 Ad3 and now: 

la) 23...±c5+? 24 *hl Sf 8 25 
i.g 6 + 4?e7 26 Sxf 8 <&xf 8 27 #d 8 + 
&g7 28 ±xh5 Wc2 (28...#a5 29 
®g5+ *h7 30 Wg6+ &h 8 31 Sxc 8 + 
Sxc 8 32 Wf 6 + mates) 29 Wxc7+ 
&h 6 301'f7 +-. 

lb) 23...Hg8 24 i.h7 (24 # 116 ? 
4>d7 25 #h7 Sg4 26 Sf7 #a3 -+ 
Kova£evi 6 -Marinovi 6 , Yugoslav Ch 
1979) with a further branch: 

lbl) 24...Ac5+ 25 <&g2 and now 
Szilagyi-Fodor,corr 1981 continued 
25...Egg7 26 #h 6 ! #xa2+ 27 <&h3 
Ege7 (27...Sxh7 28 % 6 + Ehf7 29 
Sxc 8 + 2xc8 30 Sxf7 wins) 28 Ad3 
£>d7 29 Wh 8 with a slight advantage 
for White. However, 25...2g4! looks 
like a major improvement. After 26 


h3 2gg7 White can no longer hide 
his king on h3, while 26 ®h 6 #xa2+ 

27 <&h3 #xc4 28 2xc8+ (28 Ag 6 + 
&d7 29 2f7+ *d 6 30 #f 8 + 4>d5 
wins for Black because of the loom¬ 
ing threat of mate by ...Eh4+) Exc 8 
29 Wxh5+ &d 8 30 2f7 2c7 312xc7 
Exg3+ leaves Black three pawns 
ahead 

lb2) 24...Eg7 25 #h 6 2xh7 26 
Wg6+ &d 8 27 % 8 + &dl 28 Wxh7 
2b7 29 Exb7+ Axb7 30 2bl 4?d6 
(in my opinion. Black is still clearly 
better after 30...Ac8 31 Wxh5 Ac5+ 
32 £>hl Wxc4) 31 Exb7 Wdl+ 32 
&g2 ®e2+ 33 *gl #el+ V 2 -V 2 
S.Salov-Krasnov, Riga 1981. 

2) 23 ^hl and now: 

2a) 23...£c5? 24 Wg5 +-. 

2b) 23...c5 24 #e3 (24 #d3 e4 is 
the same) e4 25 Wc3 2g8 26 2dl! 
gives White a very strong attack. 

2c) 23...h4 24 #d3 (24 Ad3 2g8 
25 Ae2 Eh 8 only repeats, although 
ultra-cautious players could inter¬ 
pose this to stop possible castling) c5 
(24...hxg3 25 Wxg3 2f8 26 Ah5+ 
*d 8 27 2xf8+ Axf 8 28 Wg 6 2e7 29 
Wf 6 ! ± Pirisi-Szymczak, Hungary 
1981) 25 Wg 6 + &d 8 26 Wgl 2e8 
(26...®e8 is promising, for exam¬ 
ple 27 Wxe5 hxg3 28 2dl+ 2d7 29 
®xe 6 Ad 6 ! -+) 27 Wxe5 2f8 28 
2 xf 8 + Axf 8 29 Wxe 6 ! ®c 6 + 30 
Wxc6 Exc 6 31 Ag4 with an incred¬ 
ible study-like draw, Wojtkiewicz- 
Staniszewski, Polanica Zdroj 1988. 

2d) 23...#a3!? 24 2dl *f7 25 
Ef 1+ *g7 26 2b3 2d7 27 Wc2 Wc5 

28 Ebf3, Leveille-Popescu, corr 
1989, and now 28...Ag5! 29 h4 Ad 8 
would have given Black a distinct 
advantage. 

23 ... Ac5+ 
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Or 23...Wa3 24 &xh5+ 2xh5 25 
Wg6+ &d8 26 Wg8+ (26 2dl+ 2d7 
27 2xc8+ *xc8 28 We8+ 2d8 29 
Wxc6+ and 26 Wxh5 We3+ 27 2f2 
Ac5 also lead to a draw) i>d7 27 
2dl+ £d6 28 Wf7+ *d8 29 Wf8+ 
<&d7 30 Wf7+ &d8 31 Wf8+ V 2 -V 2 
Hartmann-Hiinerkopf, Bundesliga 
1982/3. 

24 &hl &e7 (D) 



25 We4 

Or 25 Wf3 (25 Wg6 &d6 26 Wf6 
2e8 transposes to line 3b in this 
note) and now: 

1) 25...Wxa2?! 26 Wf6+ &d6 27 
Wxh8 Wxe2 28 Wf8+ 2e7 29 2xc8 
We4+ 30 2f3 a5 and now not 31 
2d8+ &c7 32 2a8 2e8! = but 31 
&g2! a4 32 h4 a3 33 &h3 a2 34 
2d3+ Wxd3 35 2d8+ &c7 36 2xd3 
al W 37 Wd8+ &b7 38 2b3+ &a6 39 
Wa8+ and mates. 

2) 25...*d6? 26 2dl+ and now: 

2a) 26...i.d4 27 Sxd4+ exd4 28 

Wf4+ e5 29 Wf6+ Ae6 30 Sxh8 and 
now the lines 30...Wxa2 31 Wd8+ 
Hd7 32 Wb8+, 30...Wc2 31 Sd8+ 
Sd7 32 Wf8+ *c7 33 Sc8+ <4>b7 34 
Sb8+ &c7 35 Sb3 We4+ 36 *gl 
Sd8 37 We7+ Ad7 38 c5! Wd5 39 
£xa6 and 30...Wa5 31 2d8+ 2d7 32 


Wf8+ &c7 33 2c8+ <*b7 34 2b8+ 
&cl 35 2bl are all winning for 
White. 

2b) 26...&e7 27 We4 kd4 28 
Wh4+ &d6 (28...*e8 29 Wf6 +-) 29 
2xd4+ exd4 30 Wxd4+ &e7 31 Wg7+ 
&d8 32 Wxh8+ &d7 33 Wg7+ &d8 

34 Wf8+ *d7 35 i.xh5 1-0 Perovic- 
Marinovic, Yugoslavia 1979. 

3) 25...2e8, leading to a forced 
draw, is the best move: 

3a) 26 Wf7+?! &d8 27 Wf6+ 
2ce7 (not 21..±€17 28 Wxe5 with a 
very strong attack, e.g. 28...2d7 29 
±xh5 2g8 30 2a8 Wb4 31 Wxe6 
2g7 32 Wc5 2g8 33 ±g4 ±) 28 £xh5 
(28 Wxe5 Wa3 29 2b3 £d6! 30 2dl 
2d7 31 Wf6+ Jte7 and 28 2dl+ Ad4 
29 Wxe5? Wxdl+ are also bad for 
White) i.d6! 29 2b3 (29 2a8 c5) 
Wxc4 30 2dl &c7 31 2bd3 2d8 32 
2xd6 2xd6 33 Wxe7+ 2d7 +. 

3b) 26 Wf6+! &d6 27 &xh5 (27 
2f5 i.d4 28 c5+ &d7 29 £.xh5 2e7 
-+) 2ce7 28 Sdl+ (28 Hf5 &c7! 
-+) Ad4 29 Sxd4+ exd4 30 Wxd4+ 
&c7 31 Wb6+ V 2 -V 2 VitolinS-Gavri- 
kov, Kalinin 1977, and Beliavsky- 
Platonov, USSR 1st League 1980. 

25 We4 was Beliavsky’s idea, so 
that after the obvious 25..JLd4, de¬ 
fending the e5-pawn, simply 26 c5! 
cuts off the Black king’s escape route 
and gives White a winning attack. 

25 ... 2d7 

The stem game Beliavsky-Hub- 
ner, Tilburg 1981, went on 25.. .&d6 
26 2dl+ Wxdl+ 27 Axdl (Black’s 
position is poor compared to similar 
lines where he gives up his queen) 
h4 28 Wd3+ Ad4 29 c5+! &xc5 30 
Wa3+ &d5 31 &b3+ <S?e4 32 Ac4 
^f5 33 Wf3+ &g5 34 gxh4+ 2xh4 

35 Wg3+ 1-0. 
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Since this game, few Black play¬ 
ers have cared to meet 25 #e4 - in¬ 
deed, there has been no reason for 
them to do so as the other lines are 
much safer for Black. However, it 
isn’t clear that Beliavsky’s move re¬ 
ally does finish Black off. 

26 Wxe5 £d4 

The game Cuoghi-Cimmino, corr 
1991 continued 27 Wf4 (27 «g5+ 
*d6 28 Sdl &c7 29 2xd4 2xd4 30 
We5+ 2d6 31 2b2 c5 32 £f3 Wxc4 
33 Wg7+ 2d7 34 ^e5+ 2d6 is a 
draw) c5 (27...&d8 28 2fbl &e7 is 
also playable, with a likely draw af¬ 
ter 29 2fl <4>d8) 28 %5+ (28 «T7+ 
&d8 29 Wxe6 Wa5 is not better for 
White, for example 30 2f7 #el+ 31 
*g2? #xe2+! 32 #xe2 Sxf7 + or 
30 2fbl «c7 31 #xa6 h4 32 g4 2e8 
33 Ad3 2de7 +) &d6 29 «f4+ &e7 

30 2b6? (30 %5+ is a draw) &d8 

31 i.f3 Wxc4 32 2el 2e8 and Black 
won. 


C22) 

19 ... 2a7 

20 0-0 (D) 



20 ... 2f7 

With this move Black attempts to 
avoid the loss of time inherent in 


playing .. JLe7. There are two other 
possible moves: 

1) 20...ie7 (the same as C212, 
but with the white pawn on g2 in¬ 
stead of g3; this gives White the g3- 
square for his queen or rook and 
prevents counterplay by ...h4 as in 
C211; the only negative point is that 
White is more vulnerable to back- 
rank mates, but on balance this posi¬ 
tion is probably a little better for 
White than C212) 21 2b8 2c7 and 
now: 

la) 22 Ad3 is dubious, since in 
addition to the lines given in C212 
Black has the additional defence 
22...2g8 23 £h7 (23 2dl £c5+ 24 
&hl £d4 25 #e2 <&d8 26 c5 2d7 
27 Axa6 <&c7 -+ Marklund-Eszik, 
corr 1980; 23 #e2 #a3 24 &hl <&d8 
25 c5 Sf8 26 Efbl £xc5 27 Axa6 
£d4 and Black wins, Chiburdan- 
idze-Psakhis, Riga 1980) Wxc4 and 
now 24 Sdl Sg7 25 Sxc8+ Sxc8 26 
#d7+ &fl 27 Sfl+ «xfl+! 28 
<&xf 1 Sd8 -+ or 24 ±xg8 &c5+ 25 
Sf2 %4 26 £h7 e4! T; this fails in 
line C212 as ...3ic5+ can be met by 
&g2. 

lb) 22 <&hl (this appears to lead 
to a draw) Wa3 (22...h4 23 #d3 c5 24 
Wg6+ <&d8 25 Wxc6 Sf8, Muller- 
Minte, corr 1984, and now 26 Sxc8+ 
Bxc8 27 Wb6+ Sc7 28 Wb8+ forces 
a draw) 23 c5 h4 (23...£xc5 24 «g5 
Bf8! 25 Wxh5+ *d8 26 ®g5+ *e8 
27 Wg6+ <4>d8 28 *g5+ &e8 V 2 -V 2 
Wojtkiewicz-Shlekis, Vilnius 1980) 
24 £d3 Sg8 25 £e2 Sg5 26 Wdl 
Wxc5 27 Ah5+ Exh5 28 #xh5+ 
&d8 29 #h8+ <&d7 30 Bdl+ ±d6 
31 #h7+ &e8 32 #g8+ <&d7 33 
Wf7+ with a draw, Munoz-Labarca, 
corr 1985. 
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lc) 22 Wd3 &c5+ 23 *hl <±>e7 
and now: 

lcl) 24 Wg6 <£>d6 25 Sdl+ (25 
Wf6 leads to a draw as in C212) ji.d4 
26 2xd4+ exd4 27 Wg3+ (this is why 
the same line could not be played in 
C212) e5 (27...*d7? 28 Wg7+ wins) 
28 c5+ <&d5 29 £.f3+ e4 30 Wg5+ 
&c4 31 Wcl+ <£d5 32 £dl (a final 
winning attempt) Wxa2! 33 Wg5+ 
(33 jLb3+? Wxb3 and Black wins) 
&c4 34 Wcl+ V 2 -V 2 Kasparov-Rash- 
kovsky, USSR Ch 1979. 

Ic2) 24 Wf3 is an attempt to 
emulate the analogous line of C212, 
but Black has an interesting extra 
possibility in 24...&d6 25 2dl+ 
Ad4 26 2xd4+ exd4 27 Wf4+ e5 28 
Wf6+ jk.e6 29 2xh8 2f7! when the 
lines 30 c5+ &xc5 31 Wxe5+ Ji.d5, 
30 2d8+ <£>c7 and 30 Wd8+ <£>c5 all 
favour Black, since White is threat¬ 
ened by ...Wdl+. Of course Black 
can play as in C212 if he wishes, 
with a draw. 

Ic3) 24 We4. This appears to be 
similar to the corresponding line in 
C212. 

Ic4) 24 Wg3! (the direct method 
is the best way to exploit the avail¬ 
ability of g3) &d6 (24...2e8 25 Wxe5 
i.d6 26 Wg5+ <&d7 27 c5 wins) 25 
2dl+ Wxdl+ 26 £xdl 2f7 27 Af3 
h4 28 Wei! 2f4 29 Ae4! 2hf8 30 
2bl i.d7 (30...*d7 31 h3 Af2 32 
2dl+ Ad4 33 ^.f3 ± Preussner- 
S.Wittmann, corr) 31 h3 with some 
advantage for White, Levchenkov- 
Roze, Riga 1981. 

2) 20...2d7 and now: 

2a) 21 Wb2 2f8! (not 21...£g7 
22 2a3 2d2? 23 Wxd2 Wxa3 24 
Wg5! ±, although 22...e4 transposes 
to line 2b) 22 2a3 e4 23 £xh5+ (23 


2xf6? 2dl+! 24 Axdl Wxdl + 25 
&f2 2xf6+ 26 Wxf6 Wd2+ wins for 
Black, Z.Ivanov-Palevich, USSR 
1982) &e7 24 Wxf6+ 2xf6 25 2xa4 
is roughly equal. 

2b) 21 Wc3 i.g7 22 Sa3 e4 23 
Wxg7 Sxg7 24 fixa4 2g5 (24...c5 
25 Sf4 *e7 26 2h4 <£d6 27 g3 <4?e5 
28 2a3 2f7 29 2b3 2b7 30 2xb7 
.£Lxb7 31 2xh5+ 2xh5 32 Jkx h5 <&d4 
¥ Hakki-Holzl, Lucerne OL 1982) 
25 2f4 2e5 26 2a3 <£e7 27 2h4!? 
(fixing the h-pawn on a light square; 
27 4?f2 h4 28 <£e3 2g5 29 2g4 
2xg4 30 ^.xg4 e5 31 jLxc8 2xc8 32 
&xe4 2g8 33 g3 <&e6 34 *f3 V 2 -V 2 
Timman-Ljubojevic, London 1980) 
<£f6 28 *f2 <£g5 29 g3 2f8+ 30 
<4>e3 <£>g6 31 2b3 ± Goldberg-Stef- 
fan, corr 1981. 

The evidence of these games is 
rather conflicting. In all probability 
the ending is microscopically better 
for White. 

2c) 21 We3 (D) and now: 



2cl) 21...217 22 2xf6 (22 Wc5 
jk.e7 23 Wxe5 transposes into the 
main line) 2xf6 23 Wxe5 with a final 
branch: 

2cll) 23...2fh6 (risky) 24 2b8 
<&f7 (24...£>e7 25 Wg7+ <4?d6 26 c5+ 
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*d5 27 Af3+ &C4 28 #65! +-; 

24.. .0-0 25 #g5+ <4>h7 26 2xc8 2xc8 
27 Ad3+ wins, Boto-Sose, Yugosla¬ 
via 1990) 25 #c7+ *f6 26 Sbl e5! 
and although White can easily force 
a draw, there is no straightforward 
win. 

2c 12) 23...&e7 24 2d3! 2f5 25 
#c7+ < 4’f6 26 2g3 surprisingly gives 
White a decisive attack. 

2c 13) 23...#xa2 24 #xf6 #xb3 
25 #xh8+ &d7 26 #d4+ &c7 27 
Axh5 a5 28 h4 a4 29 Adi #b4! 30 
#e5+ *b7 31 h5 a3! 32 h6 a2 33 h7 
al#! 34 #xal #el-t- with a draw 
(analysis by Krnic and VeliCkovic). 

2c2) 21...#xa2 22 2xf6 #al+ 
23 Af 1 (23 < 4>f2 #d4 24 2xe6+ *d8 
25 #xd4 2f8+ 26 2f3 2xf3+ 27 
Axf3 exd4 28 2xc6 1 Prie-Touzane, 
Nice 1994) and now: 

2c21) 23...#d4 24 2xe6+ *d8 
25 Sxc6 2f8 26 #xd4 2xd4 27 Ae2 
± h4? (27...*d7) 28 2b8 *d7 29 
Sc5! ±Timman-Hjartarson, Linares 
1989. 

2c22) 23...2dl 24 2c3 Sel? 25 
#g3! +- #bl 26 2d3 Ad7 27 #g7 
1-0 Walker-Schuller, corr 1985. 

2c23) 23...2g7 24 2b8 (24 2f2 
#d4 25 2d3 #xe3 26 2xe3 2g5 27 
h4 2g4 28 g3 = Velimirovi6- 
Marjanovic, Yugoslav Ch 1982) 

25 2f2 #d4 26 #f3 e4 27 #f4 2g4 
(27...2hg8 28 *hl e5 29 #f6+ &d7 

30 2fb2! ± Vasto-Jasaitis, corr 1984; 

27.. .2gg8 28 2bb2 2f8 29 #g5+ 
&e8 and now White has an immedi¬ 
ate draw, but I would not surprised if 
he had something stronger) 28 #c7+ 
#d7 29 2xc8 #xc7 30 2xc7+ &d6 

31 2a7 e3 32 2e2 2e4 33 2xa6 &c5 
34 2a3 1-0 Beliavsky-Timman, Til¬ 
burg 1981. 


2c3) 21..,Ag7 22 #g5 (22 2b8 
4?d8 23 #b6+ 4>e7 24 #c5+ &d8 =) 
#a5 23 2b8 #c7 24 Axh5+ 2xh5 
25 #xh5+ *d8 26 #g5+ *e8 27 
2b3! (White correctly avoids the 
repetition) #a7+ 28 sfehl a5?! 29 2h3 
Aa6 30 2h8+ 1-0 Van der Kooij- 
Magnusson, corr 1987. 

We return to the main line after 
20...2f7 (D): 



21 #d6 

Or: 

1) 21 Axh5?! 2xh5 22 Sb8 &f8 
23 2xf6 Sxf6 24 2xc8+ *g7 25 
#d8 2fl+! 26 *xfl #xc4+ 27 <4>el 
#e4+ 28 ‘i'dl #bl+ with excellent 
winning chances for Black, Pyhala- 
Valkesalmi, Finnish Ch 1980. 

2) 2l2b80-0(21...*e7 22 2dl! 
±) 22 Axh5 2d7! (22...2g7? 23 
2xf6 2xf6 24 2xc8+ &h7 25 #d3+ 
2f5 26 #h3! +-) and now: 

2a) 23 #e3 #xa2 24 2xc8 2xc8 
25 #h3 #xc4 26 2xf6 2f8 27 2g6+ 
2g7 28 2xg7+ *xg7 29 %3+ *h8 
30 #xe5+ ^7 —+ Nicholson-Nunn, 
London 1979. 

2b) 23 #cl #xa2! 24 2xf6 (24 
2b2 #a3 25 2f3 #c5+ 0-1 Colias- 
Nunn, London 1985) 2xf6 25 %5+ 
2g7 26 2xc8+ &>h7 27 Ag6+ 2fxg6 
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28 #h5+ Hh6 29 2h8+ 4?xh8 30 
#xh6+ &g8 31 #xe6+ Sf7 and 
White does not have perpetual check, 
Gofshtein-Scherbakov, Beltsy 1979. 

2c) 23 #e2 #a3 24 2xc8 2xc8 
25 2xf6 #cl+ 26 2fl #g5 27 #f3 
#f4 28 #h3 #xc4 (28...#d4+ 29 
2f2 #xc4 30 #g3+ 2g7 31 £f7+ 
&h8 32 #xe5 #cl+ 33 2fl #g5 t) 

29 Ag4 &g7? (29...2e7 «) 30 £.xe6 
#d4+ 31 &hl #f4 32 i.c4 #d4, 
Strand-Szilagyi,corr 1983, and now 
33 2f3 wins for White. 

2d) 23 Wf2 2c7 (23...2dd8 24 
2b3! with a dangerous attack) 24 
#b6 2g7 25 2xf6 2xf6 26 2xc8+ 
&h7 27 #d8 2xg2+! leads to a 
draw. 

3) 21 2bf3 2d7! 22 #b2 2b7 23 
2b3 (after 23 #d2 Black need not 
repeat moves but can play 23....&e7 
with the idea 24 Ad3 JLd7 and the 
king escapes to the queenside) 0-0! 
24 2xb7 Jkxb7 25 #xb7 #xa2 26 
2el (26 £xh5 e4 27 &hl #xc4 28 
#bl #d3 and Black wins, Velimi- 
rovic-Nunn, Skara Echt 1980) #d2 
27 #bl (D) and now: 



3a) 27...h4 28 &f3 #d4+ (a safer 
line is 28...i.g7 29 h3 Sxf3 30 gxf3 
#g5+ 31 <&>hl #g3 32 #b8+ &h7 


33 #bl+ &g8 34 #e4 c5 35 Se2 
#xh3+ 36 igl #f5 leading to a bal¬ 
anced position, Kandyba-Bangiev, 
corr 1988) 29 <S?hl #xc4 30 Scl 
#b5 31 #g6+ Agl 32 #xe6+ &h8 
33 h3 (despite the two-pawn deficit 
White has a dangerous attack) c5 34 
#g4 Sf4 35 #h5+ &g8 36 Sdl 2d4 
37 Jid5+ 2xd5 38 2xd5 #fl+ 39 
<&>h2 #f4+ 40 &gl #63+ 41 &fl 
#f4+ 42 #f3 #cl+ 43 2dl 1-0 
Bastianelli-Prada, corr 1989. 

3b) 27...e4! 28 jLxh5 ic3 gives 
Black at least a slight advantage, for 
example 29 2dl #g5 +, 29 2e2 #g5 
+ or 29 2fl #d3 30 2xf8+ &xf8 31 
#fl+ &e7 +. 

4) 21 #c3 c5 22 2xf6 (what else?) 
2xf6 23 #xe5 2fh6! (23...0-0 24 
2g3+ &fl 25 #xc5 +-, 23...2hh6 

24 jfc.xh5+ 2xh5 25 #xh5+ 2f7 26 
#h8+ draws) 24 #xc5 &I7 (24...#d7 

25 2d3 #b7 26 2b3 is a draw) 25 
#e5 #d7 26 2f3+ (26 2g3 28h7 27 
h4 is murky, but Black probably re¬ 
tains some advantage by 27...#e7 28 
£.d3 &f8 29 &xh7 2xh7 30 #f4+ 
2f7 31 #h6+ &e8 32 #xh5 #f6) 
&e8 27 Sg3 #a7+! 28 c5 (28 &hl 
h4 29 Sg7 #f2 30 h3 26h7 -+) 
#b7 29 &d3 2f8 30 2g7 #d5 31 
#c7 #d4+ 0-1 Miiller-Szilagyi, corr 
1982. 

It seems that Black has at least a 
draw in all the above lines, so 21 
#d6 is the critical move. 

21 ... Ae7 

21...c5 22 2b8 #d7 23 #xc5 

#d4+ 24 #xd4 exd4 leaves Black 
with a bad ending after 25 2xf6, 
while the ingenious 21...2d7 22 
#xe6+ jte7 is strongly met by 23 
#xe5 2h6 24 2g3 ±. 

22 #xe5 
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22 Wb8 is untested. One possible 
line is 22...2xfl+ 23 Axfl 0-0 24 
2g3+ &f7 and now: 

1) 25 Wxe5 &e8! 26 #xh5+ 
*d8 27 2d3+ Ml -+. 

2) 25 M 2 Wb4! 26 £xh5+ (26 
2f3+ *g6 27 Ad3+ &h6 28 ^xe5 
#c5+ wins) <&f6 27 2g6+ 4>f5 and 
the exchange of queens is forced. 

3) 25 2f3+ Af6! 26 #c7+ *g8 
27 2xf6 2xf6 28 #xc8+ &g7 29 
«c7+ &h6 30 #xe5 2xf 1 + 31 *xf 1 
®xc4+ with an extra pawn for Black, 
although a draw is very likely. 

22 ... 2xfl+ 

23 £xfl (D) 

White can force an immediate 
draw by 23 *xfl 0-0+ (23...2f8+? 
24 ^gl transposes to the next note) 
24 ^gl h4 25 #h5 (there is nothing 
Black can do to avoid the coming 
perpetual) Wxa2 26 Wg6+ ^h8 V 2 -V 2 
Bouaziz-Tukmakov, Las Palmas IZ 
1982 (and various other games!). 
The main line also appears to be a 
draw, so there is little to choose be¬ 
tween these moves. 



23 ... 2h7 


The only move, for example: 

1) 23...2f8 24 Ml 2f5 25 £xh5+ 
2xh5 26 #xh5+ £>d8 27 #h8+! (27 
2d3+? Ml 28 #h8+ Ml 29 »d4 
c5 30 Wf4+ <S?c6 31 We4+ Ml al¬ 
lowed Black to escape in Velimi- 
rovic-Musil, Maribor 1980; indeed 
White even lost after spurning the 
perpetual) Ml (27...&d7 loses to 28 
2d3+) 28 «g7 <&>d8 29 ®d4+ and 
now the three lines 29...<&c7 30 
#b6+ Ml 31 2d3+ MS 32 #c7, 

29.. .<&>e8 30 Sb8 M5 31 2xc8+ 
<&>f7 32 Sc7+ MS 33 Wxc5 »dl+ 
34 *f2 Wc2+ 35 &g3 %6+ 36 M4 
and 29...i,d7 30 Wh8+ MS 31 2d3+ 
all win for White. 

2) 23...Sh6 24 Sb8 Ml 25 
#d4+ M6 (25...*c7 26 #a7+ *d6 

27 c5+ and wins) 26 ®g7+ Ml (or 

26.. .<&d8 27 2b3!) 27 #xh6 +- Van 
der Kooij-Steger, corr 1985. 

24 M3 

24 2b8?! Ml 25 #d4+ M6 26 
Wa7+ St?d8! (26...Ml is an immedi¬ 
ate draw) 27 2xc8+ 4xc8 28 Wxh7 
M5+ 29 Ml Wxa2 ¥ Chiburdan- 
idze-Alexandria, Borzhomi worn 
Wch (5) 1981. White’s bishop is pas¬ 
sively placed and the black a-pawn 
can advance quickly. 

24 ... 2h6 

The result should be a draw after 
25 Ml (25 Wcl Ml ! 26 2b8+ *f7 
defends because 27 Wxd7 #dl+ 

28 <&f2 2f6+ leads to mate) c5 26 
Axh5+ 2xh5 27 #xh5+ MS 28 
2d3+ Ml 29 #h8+ Ml 30 #e5+ 
M6 31 WbS #xc4 32 #a8+ i>b6 33 
2xd7 Wcl+ 34 *£2 Wb2+ 35 *f3 
V 2 -V 2 Kelstrup-Ingerslev, corr 1981. 



10 f5: Other Lines 


1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
£jf6 5£>c3a6 6i.g5e67f4H>6 8 
#d2 #xb2 9 fibl #a3 10 f5 £>c6 
10...b5 is the only realistic alter¬ 
native, but it looks suspicious to play 
another non-developing move. In re¬ 
ply, White may delay fxe6 for a cou¬ 
ple of moves, but for convenience all 
variations with fxe6 are gathered to¬ 
gether in line 3 below. After 10...b5 
(D) y White may play: 



1) 11 Sb3 #a5 (ll.J*c5 and 
now not 12 jLxf6 gxf6 13 £)cxb5 
axb5 14 Sc3 ±h6\ 15 Wd3 Wb4! but 
simply 12 fxe6 fxe6 transposing to 
line 3) 12 ±xf6 gxf6 13 £e2 b4 14 
fxe6 fxe6 (14...bxc3 15 Sxc3 Wd8 
16 JLh5! H—) is line 3. 

2) 11 £>cxb5 (incorrect) axb5 12 
jLxb5+ jLd7 13 fxe6 fxe6 14 £ixe6 
®xa2 15 JLxf6 gxf6! 16 Sb3 ®a5 17 
c3 Wal+ 18 &f2 Wa2 ~+ Kosano- 
vi6-Marjanovic, Yugoslav Ch 1986. 


3) 11 fxe6 fxe6 and now: 

3a) 12i.xf6gxf613iLe2i.h6 : F. 

3b) 12 Bb3 and now: 

3bl) 12...Wc5? 13 £>cxb5! (13 
Axf6 gxf6 14 .&e2 $Ldl ®) £)xe4 
(13...axb5 14 Be 3 5)xe4 15 Bxc5 
£ixd2 16 Sxc8+ d?d7 17 Bd8+ wins 
for White) 14 #a5! &f7 (taking on 
g5 leaves Black the exchange down 
for inadequate compensation) 15 
Ae3 Ad7 16 £e2 £>c6 17 0-0+ «M6 
18 £>xc6 Wxc6 19 ± with an 

enormous initiative for the pawn, 
Velimirovic-Marjanovic, Yugoslav 
Ch 1979. 

3b2) 12...#a5 13 Axf6 gxf6 14 
&e2 b4 (14...h5 15 0-0 &e7 16 &hl 
£d7 17 #dl b4, Bogdanov-Glu- 
shenko, corr 1970 and now 18 #bl! 
±) 15 0-0 Ag7 (15...bxc3 16 Bxc3 
Wd8 17 jLh5+ is very dangerous 
after 17. ..&d7 18 £)xe6 or 17...^e7 
18 Sxf6) 16 Adi 0-0, Hartston-Lee, 
Marlow 1967, and now 17 JLc4 ± is 
best according to Hartston. 

3c) 12Ae2i.e7(12...b413i.xf6 
Wxc3 14 £h5+ &d7 15 £g5 ±e7 
16 £.xe7 &xe7 17 Bxb4 Ifxd2+ 18- 
4>xd2 ± Tischbierek-Mikhalchishin, 
Leipzig 1979) 13 Af3 (13 0-0 b4) 
and now: 

3cl) 13...Ba7 14 £e3 e5 15 ®f5 
Sd7 16 £b6 b4 17 Sb3 bxc3 18 
Sxc3 Wxa2 19 2xc8+ is clearly bet¬ 
ter for White, Bagrowski-Kalwak, 
corr 1992. 
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3c2) 13...0-0 14 0-0 (14 e5 dxe5 
15 JLxa8 exd4 offers Black reason¬ 
able prospects) 2a7 15 Ae3 2b7 16 
g4 e5 17 £>f5 &e6 18 g5 £>e8 19 
fod5 with a dangerous initiative for 
White, Tall-Holst, corr 1976. 

3c3) 13...e5 14 £>b3 (14 £if5! 
was critical) QSbdl 15 Axf6 £>xf6 16 
£k!5 2a7 17 0-0 0-0 and White has 
inadequate compensation, Palacios- 
Bernabe Pajares, corr 1983. 

Line 3b seems to be promising for 
White and it is hard to believe that 

10.. .b5 is really a satisfactory con¬ 
tinuation. 

Moves other than 10...b5 and 

10.. .£>c6 are definitely inferior: 

a) 10.. JLe7 11 fxe6 fxe6 12 JLc4 
d5 (12...e5 13 £>e6 Ji.xe6 14 -&xe6 
b5 15 0-0 £>c6 16 Axf6 i.xf6 17 
£>d5 #c5+ 18 *hl £>d4 19 2xf6! 
gxf6 20 £>xf6+ <&e7 21 £>d5+ &e8 
22 Wg5, Melnick-Burrows, corr 1971, 
and now even after the best defence 

22.. .Wa7, 23 .&g4! is winning for 
White) 13 exd5 £.b4 (13.Jic5 14 
$Lb3 4hxd5 15 £>xd5 exd5 16 0-0! 
iLxg5 17 Wxg5 Wxd4+ 18^hl £>c6 
19 2bdl Wxdl 20 We3+ 1-0 Fridh- 
Steiner, Vesely 1967) 14 2b3 £>e4 
15 2xa3 <&xd2 16 <4>xd2 i.xa3 17 
dxe6 with a distinct white advantage, 
Schwertel-Szilagyi, corr 1984. 

b) 10...«c5 11 fxe6 fxe6 12 Axf6 
gxf6 13 <&a4 ±h6 14 ®xh6 Wxd4 

15 £>b62a7 (15...»c3+ 16 Wd2 +-) 

16 Wg7 2f8 17 ±e2 +-. 

c) 10...Wa5 11 fxe6 fxe6 12 Jic4 
d5 13 e5 Ab4 (13...dxc4 14 0-0! is 
winning for White after 14.. .£>d5 15 
Wf2 ®c7 16 £}e4 followed by £kl6+ 
or 14...£>g4 15 *74 £>xe5 16 2bel 
£>bd7 17 «T7+! £>xf7 18 2xe6+ 
i.e7 19 2xe7+ *f8 20 £>e6+ 4?g8 


21 Se8+) 14 2xb4 ^xb4 15 Ae2 
£}g8 16 0-0 £>c6? (White was better 
anyway) 17 £>xc6 bxc6 18 £}b5! c5 
19 #xb4 cxb4 20 ^c7+ and wins, 
Maeder-Kondratiev, corr 1973. 

d) 10...e5 11 Axf6 gxf6 12 £>d5! 
exd4 (12...*d8 13 £>b3 £id7 14 h4 
foc5 15 £>xc5 #xc5 16 2h3 Ae7 17 
2c3 Wd4 18 Wxd4 exd4 19 2c7 +- 
Nevostruev-V.N.Kozlov, Vladivos¬ 
tok 1990) 13 £>c7+ &d8 14 £>xa8 
Wxa2 15 2b3 (15 Wb4 was an ear¬ 
lier theoretical suggestion, but the 
rook move appears better) Wal + 
16 *f2 £>d7 17 Ab5! Wxhl 18 
Wa5+ <&>e7 19 £>c7 Ah6 20 £>d5+ 
<&e8 21 £>xf6+ &e7 22 4M5+ &e8 23 
Wcl £.e3+ 24 2xe3 dxe3+ 25 £>xe3 
*f8 26 Jixdl Wal 27 Wd8+ 1-0 
Levchenkov-Zilbershtein, Nikolaev 
1981. 

11 fxe6 

11 £>xc6 bxc6 12 fxe6 (12 2b3 
#a5 13 &d3 Ae7 14 0-0 h6 15 ±e3 
£>g4 16 Af4 + was too slow, 
Barczay-Marjanovi6, Ruma 1978) is 
a mistake due to 12...ilxe6!, as is 11 
^.xf6 gxf6 12 JLe2, this time on ac¬ 
count of 12..JLh6. 

11 ... fxe6 

12 £>xc6 bxc6(D) 
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Now there is a branch: 

A: 13 &e2 
B: 13 e5 

Or 13 £xf6 gxf6 14 Ae2 (14 e5? 
£h6! 15 #d3 dxe5 16 £e2 0-0 17 
0-0 2a7 18 Wc4 2g7 -+ Brito-Fta5- 
nik, Hastings 1980/1) 2g8 (not the 
only decent move; 14...#c5 15£>a4 
®e5 16 0-0 d5 was good for Black, 
Hennings-Kavalek, Leipzig 1965, as 
was 14...Ae7 15 i.h5+ &d8 16 Af3 
2a7 17 2b3 ®a5 18 0-0 2g8 19 
2fbl 2g5 20 &hl <&c7 21 ®e 3 #c5, 
Brooks-Ftacnik) 15 0-0 (15 £h5+ 
&e7 and now 16 0-0 Wc5+ simply 
drops a piece) Wc5+ 16 ^hl Wg5 17 
#xg5 2xg5 18 2xf6 Ag7 19 2f3 
2c5 20 2bfl!?, Bertin-Constantin, 
corr 1981,20...2a7! +. 

Timman’s 13 Ae2 is one of the 
few truly original ideas to have been 
developed in the Poisoned Pawn 
over the past 15 years. It became 
very popular in the 1980s, but gradu¬ 
ally antidotes were found and it ap¬ 
pears that the main line gives White 
no more than a draw by repetition. 
13 $Lt2 has now joined the long list 
of failed white attempts to refute the 
Poisoned Pawn. 

A) 

13 Ae2 Ae7 

Or 13...®a5 (this is a poor square 
for the queen, setting Black up for a 
£}d5 trick if he castles; 13...d5 14 
J.xf6 gxf6 15 £h5+ *e7, Gold- 
berg-Mowsziszian, Dresden 1993, 
and now 16 exd5 cxd5 17 £>xd5+ 
exd5 18 Wxd5 2a7 19 *f2 +-) 14 
0-0 £e7 15 £f3! (15 *hl #d8 16 


e5! dxe5 17 #e3 ®d4 18 Wh3 is good 
for White after 18...e4 19 £h5+ 
£}xh5 20 .&xe7 4?xe7 21 ®xh5, or 
18...0-0 19 £d3 g6 20 i.xg6! hxg6 

21 Wh6 2f7 22 £xf6 2xf6 23 2xf6 
£xf6 24 ®xg6+ Ag7 25 £>e4! £d7 
26 c3 +- Oll-Smirin, Nikolaev 1983; 
however 15...2a7 and 17...0-0 are 
possible improvements) and now: 

1) 15...0-0 16 £M5 Wxd2 (the 
lines 16...«d8 17 &xe7+ Wxe7 18 
2fdl and 16...£d8 17 £ie7+&h8 18 
#xd6 are ±) 17 &xe7+ *f7 18 
Axd2 *&xe7 19 e5 is virtually win¬ 
ning for White. 

2) 15...Ad7 16 2b7 h6 17 £e3 
0-0 18 £>d5 ®d8, Timman-Sunye, 
Thessaloniki OL 1984, and now 19 
£to6 2b8 20 2xb8 Wxb8 21 e5 £d8 

22 £>xd7 <£xd7 23 exd6 ±. 

3) 15...2a7 16 e5 dxe5 17 £xf6 
iLxf6 18 £xc6+ *f8 (18...*f7 19 
®f2! 2c7 20 £>e4 2xc6 21 £>xf6 
Wc5 22 Wxc5 2xc5 23 £>e4+ wins) 
19 2b8! «c5+ (19...Wc7 20 £>e4 
+-) 20 *hl *f7 21 £>e4! Wxc6 22 
£ixf6 gxf6 23 Wfl ± Timman-Lju- 
bojevic, Tilburg 1986. 

4) 15...e5 16 i.h5+! £>xh5 17 
£xe7 £>f4 (17...#c5+ 18 *hl 4?xe7 
19 Wg5+ &e8 20 #xh5+ g6 21 Wh4! 
Wc4 22 £>d5! +-) 18 #xd6 (18 flxf41 
exf4 19 Axd6 gives White a very 
dangerous attack) Wxc3 19 Sxf4 (19 
Wd8+ *f7 20 #xh8 Wd4+! is a draw 
after 21 <&hl £h3 22 Sxf4+ exf4 23 
Wxa8 jtxg2+ 24 < 4?xg2 Wxe4+ or 
unclear after 21 Sf2 ( 4 ) xe7 22 #xg7+ 
£>d6) exf4 20 £h4 *f7 21 tfe7+ 
&g6 22 Wg5+‘*f7 V 2 -V 2 C.Hart- 
man-Dzevlan, Stockholm 1995. 

14 0-0 

Or 14 Sb3 (the advantage of play¬ 
ing this before 0-0 is that Black has 
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to retreat to the inferior square a5, 
owing to 14...#c5 15 Ae3 We5 16 
Ad4 Wa5 17 e5! and now 17...£sd5 
18 exd 6 ± Namyslo-Astengo, Biel 
Open 1994 or 17...£id7 18 exd 6 ±) 
yil&5 (D) and now: 



1) 15 0-0 with another branch: 

la) 15...0-0 is bad, transposing to 
the note to Black’s 15th in the main 
line. 

lb) 15...WdV. 16&xf6(16'@ r e3 
0-0 17 e5 £>d5 18 Axe7 Hxfl+ 19 
&xfl Wxe7 20 exd 6 Wxd 6 21 £>e4 
#e5 22 Wd3 &d7 23 c4 £lf4 24 
#xd7 ®xe4 25 Sb7 #e3+ 26 *hl 
We5 = Yudasin-Stempin, Leipzig 
1986) Axf 6 17 Ah5+ g 6 18 Wh6 
i.d4+ 19 &hl #e7 (19...Wh4 20 
<£e2 tfxh5 21 ®xh5 gxh5 22 £>xd4 
c5 ¥ Laber-Kornasiewicz, con 1988) 
20 £te2 Wg 7 21 Wd2 Ae5 22 iLg4 
Sf 8 ¥ Bartek-Cimra, Slovakian Ch 
1994. 

lc) 15...2a7! 16 Axf 6 (16 e5 
dxe5 17 &xf 6 #c5+ 18 sfehl Axf 6 
19 £)e4 ± Ratajczyk-Grigoriew, corr 
1992, is an interesting idea, but 
16...'ifxe5 appears better, for exam¬ 
ple 17 Af4 Wa5 18 Axd 6 2d7 19 
2b8 0-0 -+) gxf 6 17 2b8 (17 ffh 6 
Wg5 18 ®xg5 fxg5 19 2b8 &d 8 ¥ 


De Jong-Daamen, corr 1986) 0-0 
(17...*d7 18 2fbl 2g8 19 Wd3 &c7 
20 £>hl Wg5 21 Af3 &b7 22 2xg8 
l^xgS 23 4)a4 with a double-edged 
position, Oll-Neverov, Tallinn 1986) 
18 2f3 d5! (18...1 f e5? 19 Wh 6 f5 20 
2h3 Af 6 21 Axa 6 ! ± Timman-Lju- 
bojevic, Tilburg 1985) 19 exd5 cxd5 
20 lfh 6 Ac5+ 21 &hl ®c7 T Mod- 
ena-Poli, con 1989. 

2) 15 Ah5+ g 6 16 0-0 and now: 

2a) 16...&xh5 17 Axe7 *c5+ 18 
*hl *xe7 19 £>a4 Wc5 20 2bf3 (20 
WH is met by 20 ...£lf 6 ! based on the 
point 21 ©Ib 6 Ad7 22 £lc4 #xh2+!) 
2b8 21 ®f2! *d 8 ! 22 2f7 c5 23 
l f h4+ g5 24 #xh5 Ad7 25 #e2 
Ab5 26 Wd2 Axfl 27 lfa5+ £>e 8 28 
®c7 Axg2+ 29 &xg2 #xe4+ 30 
&g3 ®e3+ 31 &g 2 ®e2+ 32 &g3 
V 2 -V 2 Timman-Portisch, Hilversum 
m (1) 1984. 

2b) 16...#c5+ 17 &hl gxh5 (or 
17...0-0 18 Ae2 Wa7 19 Axf 6 2xf6 
20 2xf6 Axf 6 21 ®xd 6 We3 = Betko- 
Cimra, Slovakian Ch 1994) 18 Axf 6 
2f8 19 #116 #c4 20 2bbl (not 20 
*gl? ®xfl+) 2 b 8 21 2 bdl 2 xf 6 
(21...e5 22 ®xh5+ Wfl 23 ®e2 
Axf 6 24 2xd6 « - Morgado) 22 2xf6 
®xc3 23 Wxh5+ &d 8 24 2f7 2b7! 
(trying to win; 24...#xc2 25 2xe7 is 
a draw, as is 24...2b5 25 #xh7 Wxc2 
26 2xd6+! Ad7 27 2xd7+ &xd7 28 
2xe7+ <&d 8 29 2d7+ &c 8 30 h4 
Wcl-t- Erofeev-Wohl, con 1989-90) 
25 2dfl, Morgado-Engel, con 1986 
and now 25...2d7 26 2lf3 (26 2xh7 
Af 6 ¥) ®e5 ¥• 

2c) 16...£ixe4 17 £ixe4 l r xd2 18 
Axd2 gxh5 19 4M6+ &xf 6 20 2xf6 
2f8 21 2h6 2f7 ¥ Pugachev-Nevos- 
truev, USSR 1988. 

14 ... 


0-0 (D) 
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Or: 

1) 14...Ea7? 15 e5 dxe5 16 Axf6 
Axf6 17 Ah5+ 4>e7 18 #e3! +- 
Hilnerkopf-Ryan, Gausdal 1988. 

2) 14...d5 is interesting. One line 
is 15 Sbdl h6?! 16 £.xf6 i.xf6 17 
Ah5+ <&e7 (17...*d8) 18 exd5 Wc5+ 
19 &hl &xc3? (19...cxd5! 20 £ia4 
Wd6 is better) 20 Bf7+ &d8 21 #xc3! 
#xc3 22 dxe6+ Ad7 23 Edxd7+ 1-0 
Traczewski-Sluzalski, corr Poland 
1990-1, but 15..JLb4 16i.xf6gxf6 
17 i.h5+ &d8 18 Sf3 Wa5 is fine for 
Black. Thus White should prefer 15 
exd5, e.g. 15...exd5 16 iLxf6 gxf6 
(16..JLxf6 17 ±h5+ *f8 18 £ie4 ±) 
17 i.h5+ 4?d8 18 £lxd5 cxd5 19 
1^5+ .&d6 20 Efdl! +-. 

3) 14...Ef8!? (an interesting at¬ 
tempt to develop without allowing 
£>d5) 15 *hl (15 Af3 Ea7 16 Ae3 
c5 17 e5 dxe5 18 g4 #a5 19 Ac6+ 
£ld7 20 Bxf8+ ’i’xfS ¥ Enders-Ling- 
nau, Bundesliga 1992/3) #a5 16 
Ac3 c5 17 e5 dxe5 18 ±f3 Sa7 19 
i.c6+ <&f7 20 4le4 ®xd2 21 £.xd2 
.&d7 + Mep/iisto-Novikov, Berlin 
Summer 1992. 



15 Sb3 

Or 15 4>hl Ea7 (15...d5 16 e5 
£id? 17 Exf8+ £)xf8 18 Efl Ea7 19 


Vb3 Wc5 20 Axc7 #xe7 21 i.h5 g6 
¥ Seltmann-Petzold, corr 1987) 16 
#e3 Bd7 (16...Bb7 17 Sxb7 &xb7 
18 £id5 ®xe3 19 &xe7+ &f7 20 
jLxe3 ^xe7 21 e5 £)e4 <*> VitolinS- 
Veingold, USSR 1983) 17 e5 dxe5 
18 &d3 (18 WxeS Wd6 19 #a5 
£d8! 20 #a4 #e5 T Oll-Gavrikov, 
USSR 1st League 1983, or 18 Wh3 
Sd4 19 Ad3 e4 20 £.xf6 exd3! 21 
£xd4 dxc2 22 %3 £f6 23 Sbcl 
£xd4 24 Bxf8+ Wxf8 25 tti3 c5, 
given as ¥ by Oil and Veingold) 
#xc3 (18...h61? 19 Axh6 gxh6 20 
#xh6 JLd8 and no convincing con¬ 
tinuation is visible, for example 21 
£ie4 #e7 22 Sf3 £>xe4) 19 £.xh7+ 
S)xh7 20 Wxc3 AxgS 21 Wxe5 
Se8!? (21...Bxfl+ 22 Bxfl Sd8 23 
Wc7 Add 24 Bdl $M8 25 #a5 ± 
Oll-Ubilava, USSR 1983) 22 Bb8 
Sdd8 23 Wc5 Af6 24 #c4 &h8 25 
Eel £>f8 <*> Eisen-Noble, corr 1990. 

15 ... Wc5+ 

Better than 15...#a5 16 <5M5 Wd8 
(16...#xd2 17 <53xe7+ *f7 18 £xd2 
&xe7 19 e5 £)d7 20 Ag5+, 16...i.d8 

17 #xa5 Axa5 18 £)xf6+ gxf6 19 
&h6 Sf7 20 Ah5 Ee7 21 Eg3+ <£h8 
22 Exf6 and 16...#c5+ 17 Ac3 cxd5 

18 Axc5 £)xe4 19 Sxf8+ &xf8 20 
Wa5 £)xc5 21 Sf3 +- Brustman- 
Wiese Jozwiak, VelikoTrnovo 1985, 
are no better) 17 £)xe7+ ®xe7 18 Ed3 
(18 Sbf3 Ab7 19 Ad3 e5 20 Wf2 
Bad8 21 Wh4 Sd7 22 £xf6 Bxf6 23 
Bxf6 gxf6 24 Exf6 ± Schumi-Go- 
chev, Eger 1989) Wa7+ 19 *hl (19 
^.e3 #e7 20 jLg5 repeats) d5 20 
£xf6 (20 Bg3 <&xe4 21 Sxf8+ &xf8 
22 Sf3+ &e8 23 ®f4 <£>xg5 24 
1T8+ *d7 25 Wxg7+ <&>d6 26 ^xg5 
« Dworakowska-Litinskaya, Polish 
Cht 1995) Bxf6 21 Exf6 gxf6 22 
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Wh6 #e7 23 2g3+ &h8 24 e5 f5 25 
Wf6+ #xf6 26 exf6 ± Herbrechts- 
meier-Hlinerkopf, Bundesliga 1985. 

16 Ae3 «e5 

17 Af4 

17 Ad4 Wa5 18 Ab6 is a draw by 
repetition. 

17 ... #c5+ 

This appears safer than 17...£>xe4 
18 £>xe4 (18 We3 Sxf4! 19 #xf4 
#xf4 20 Sxf4 £>c5 21 Bb6 d5! + 
Nielsen-Elwert, corr 1991, since 22 
Bxc6 is met by 22...Ab7 23 2b6 
£>d3!) ®xe4 19 Axd6 Bxfl+ 20 
<4>xfl Af6 21 Aa3 (21 Af3 #a4 22 
2b4 #xa2 23 Ae5 a5! T Herbrechts- 
meier-Mudelsee, corr 1986) and now: 

1) 21...We5 22 Ab2 Wxh2 23 
Axf6 gxf6 24 Bh3 Wcl 25 Ad3 f5 
26 %5+ ®g7 27 #d8+ Wf8 28 
2g3+ *f7 29 ®c7+ *f6 30 »xh7 
2b8 31 Bg8 1-0 Billeter-Godebert, 
corr 1989. 

2) 21...a5 22 Wd6 c5 23 Ad3 
®d5 24 Axc5 #xd6 25 Axd6 Aa6 
26 c4 *f7 27 &e2 Ae7 28 Axe7 
< 4 > xe7 29 2b6 Ba7 30 <4>e3 ± Tim- 
man-Ribli, Amsterdam 1986. 

3) 21...C5! 22 Af3 (22 Axc5 Ab7! 
T) Wc4+ and now: 

3a) 23 We2 #xe2+ 24 <&xe2 2a7 
25 2b8 (25 tf?d3I? intending &c4 
is untested) 2c7 26 Ab7 2xb7 27 
2xc8+ &f7 28 2xc5 was equal after 
both 28...&b2 29 Ba5 Bc7 30 Bc5 
Bb7 31 Ba5 Bc7 V 2 -V 2 Sax-Kir.Geor- 
giev, Wijk aan Zee 1989 and 28...Ae7 
29 2a5 Axa3 30 2xa3 2b6 Grasis- 
Karklins, USSR 1988. 

3b) 23 Wd3 #xd3+ 24 cxd3 Ba7 
25 Axc5 Bc7 26 d4 *f7 27 &e2 
Ad7 (27...e5 28 Ad6 Bc2+ 29 <£dl 
Af5 30 Ad5+ ± Morgado-Sutkus, 
corr 1992) 28 2b6 Ae7 29 2b7 


Bxb7 30 Axb7 £b5+ 31 &e3 Ac4 
32 a47! (32 a3! was better accord¬ 
ing to Her tel) Ad8 33 &e4 Ab3 34 
Ac6 <&f 6 V2-V2 Morgado-Hertel, corr 
1988. 

Although the endings arising in 
line 3 are probably drawn with accu¬ 
rate play, there seems little reason for 
Black to enter them when he has safe 
equality with the text move. 

18 &hl 

This appears to give Black the 
edge. Since the alternative 18 2f2 d5 

19 Af3 Wa7 20 e5 £>d7 21 Ae3 Ac5 
+ Petzold-Leisebein, corr 1987 is 
clearly bad for White, the best line is 
undoubtedly 18 Ae3 with a draw by 
repetition. 

18 ... £>g4 

Once again Black has a double- 
edged alternative: 18...d5 19 e5 £}d7 
(19...®te4 20 £>xe4 dxe4 21 Bc3 ®d5 
22 ®e3 c5 23 Bdl V 2 -V 2 Luther-Stra- 
til, Uzhgorod 1988) 20 £>a4 #a7 21 
®c3 £lc5 22 £>xc5 Axc5 23 Wh3 
and now: 

1) 23...g6 24 Sg3? (Ernst gives 
24 2bf3 as ±, although I cannot see 
that it rates more than a °°) Wg7 25 
.&d3, Am.Rodriguez-Ernst, Subot- 
ica IZ 1987, and now 25...Ha7 

2) 23...We7 24 Hg3 g6 25 Ad3 
#g7 26 Sgf3 Sb8 27 c3 Sb2 28 
Ah6 Sxf3 29 Wxf3 We7 « Fletcher- 
Micklethwaite, corr 1992. 

19 h3 

Not 19 &xg4 (19 £sa4? 4M2+) e5 

20 £ia4 (20 £xc8 Saxc8 21 2b7 
jtg5 +) #c4 21 Ae2 #xa4 22 i.g5 
2xfl+ 23 Axfl Af8 T. 

19 ... e5 

19...£le5 20 £)a4 ®a7 21 £tb6 
2b8 22 2fbl &h8 23 ±xe5 dxe5 
24 &xc8 2fxc8 25 2xb8 2xb8 26 
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Sxb8+ Wxb8 27 1U7 ±c5 28 ttdl 
a5 29 Jic4 Wd6 V 2 -V 2 Kosanovic- 
BuljovCic, Yugoslavia 1988. 

20 £ia4 Wa7 

Not 20...£>f2+?? 21 2xf2 #xf2 
22 jLc4+ and White wins. 

21 £c4+ £h8 

22 hxg4 exf4 

23 £>b6 (D) 

The safest line is probably 23 
2xf4 i.d7! 24 £ib6 2xf4 25 Wxf4 
2f8 26 ®g3 a5 27 £ixd7 ®xd7 28 
2f3 WdS 29 «T2 2xf3 30 WxO V 2 -V 2 
Balashov-Pigusov, Sverdlovsk 1987. 



23 ... d5 

We take Kasparov’s choice as the 
main line. The alternative is 23...2b8 
24 2xf4 ild7 (24...2xb6? 25 2xf8+ 
£xf8 26 #f2 +-; 24...2xf4? 25 Wxf4 
2xb6 26 Wf7 +-) 25 £>xd7 (25 g5 
2xf4 26 Wxf4 2f8 27 %3, Vlasak- 
Pecenka, corr 1991, is best met by 
27...a5 =) Wxd7 26 2f5 (26 &xa6 
®e6 27 g3 2a8 28 2xf8+, Enders- 
Stohl, Kecskemet 1989, and now 
Stohl gives 28...2xf8 29 We2 d5 30 
iLd3 #e5 31 exd5 #xg3 32 Wxe7 
#63+ = - note that 32 jLxh7 in this 
line is met by 32...'@ r h4+ 33 &g2 
Wxh7 34 Wxe7 Wxc2+ 35 &h3 2f6 
?) and now: 


1) 26...2bd8?! 27 2h5 d5 28 exd5 

c5?? (28...#xg4 ®) 29 2bh3 #d6 30 
2xh7+ &g8 31 2h8+ &f7 321T2+ 
^eS 33 2xf 8+1 -0 Angel ov-S .Popov, 
corr 1992. 

2) 26...2xb3?! 27 cxb3 Wd8?! 
(27...2xf5 28 gxf5 &f6 29 £xa6 
«fe7 ±) 28 £.xa6 g6 29 SO £f6 30 
Wf2 &g7 31 £c4 #e7 32 We3 c5? 
33 #f4 +- Spraggett-A.Sokolov, St 
John Ct 1988. 

3) 26...Wd8 27 £xa6 £f6 28 g5 
&e5 29 Sxb8 #xb8 30 Wb4 WeS 31 
Sxf8+ Wxf8 32 Wb7 £f4 33 Wxc6 
jLxg5 34 a4 ± Sutkus-Jovaisa, corr 
1988. 

4) 26...#a7 and now: 

4a) 27 Sxb8 Wxb8 28 Wf2 (28 
£.xa6 !tbl+ 29 &h2 Wxa2 30 #e2 
Af6 31 £c4 #b2 ?) a5 29 g5 WdS 
30 g6 (30 Sxf8+ Wxf8 31 Wb6 Wd8 
32 Wxc6 &xg5 =) hxg6 31 Sf3 Sxf3 
32 #xf3 &g5 33 Wh3+ &h6 34 &f7 
d5! 35 exd5 &h7! 36 dxc6 Wdl+37 
&h2 #d6+ 38 g3 #xc6 - Kono- 
valov-Zablotsky, corr 1989. 

4b) 27 g5 Sxf5 28 exf5 Bxb3 
(not 28...d5? 29 We3!) 29 axb3 (29 
&xb3!? d5 30 #f4 Wd7 31 g6 Wd6 
32 ®xd6 £xd6 33 i.a4 hxg6 34 
fxg6 4”g8 35 jtxc6 V 2 -V 2 Morgado- 
Engel, corr 1988) d5 30 &fl 1^8 31 
We3 WdS 32 g6 &d6 33 g3 hxg6 34 
fxg6 We7 V 2 - V 2 Khlusevich-V.Neve- 
rov, corr 1988. 

24 exd5 cxd5 

25 i.xd5 

25 ^xdS &.b7 26 #h5 is best met 
by 26...g6 27 Wh6 O! 28 gxO £xf3+ 
29 SfxO SxO 30 Sxf3 Wxb6 since 
after 31 Sf7 #b7+ White cannot 
avoid the checks. 

25 ... Sb8 

26 £ixc8 Sbxc8 
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27 2h3! (D) 

27 2xf4 (27 ±e4 i.g5 28 2b7 
#c5 29 ®d7 We5 30 i.d3 2cd8 31 
#c6 2d6 32 «T3 2h6+ 33 <*gl £e7 
-+ Gillam-Noble, corr 1992) 2xf4 
28 #xf4 2f8 29 1 jLd6 gives Black 
enough play for the pawn. 



27 ... Wb6 

Black can force an immediate 
draw by 27...h6!? 28 2xf4 i.g5 29 
2f8+ 2xf8 30 #xg5 2fl+ 31 <&h2 
%l+32 &g3Wf2+. 

28 2el 

Or 28 Wd3 h6 29 c4 2ce8 30 2bl 
(30 2h5!? «) ®f6 31 2h5 £c5 32 
i.e4 2e5 33 2xe5 Wxe5 34 iLf5 f3! 
35 gxf3 Wg3 36 #fl 2e8 ? Oore- 
beek-Noomen, corr 1992. 

28 ... &g5 

29 2e6 Wd8 

and now: 

1 ) 30 2d6 Wxd6 31 2xh7 + *xh7 
32 Ae4+ Wg6 33 ^.xg6+ < &xg6 34 
®d3+ &h6 35 ®h3+ &g6 36 ®d3+ 
is a draw. 

2) 30l f d3.£.h4 31.£.e4'i§xd3 32 
JLxd3 g5 33 2e7 2fe8 34 2xh7+ &g8 
35 23xh4 gxh4 36 2xh4 should also 
be equal. 

3) 30 c4?'. 2b8! 31 Wd3 £h4 * 
32 ie4 %5! 33 &xh7?! 2fd8 34 


Wc2 f3 35 2xf3 2d2 + Ivanchuk- 
Kasparov, Linares 1990. 

B) 

13 e5 £id5 

After 13 e5 Black has three possi¬ 
ble moves, of which 13...dxe5 was 
analysed in chapter 6. The third pos¬ 
sibility is inferior: 13...£ld7?! and 
now: 

1) 14 Jie2 d5 (14...£lxe5 15 £>e4 
±) 15 2b3 (15 0-0 i.e7 16 Ae3 &c5 

17 <^?hl 2b8 ® Lazic-Marek, corr 
1972) #35 16 0-0 Wcl (16...£.c5+ 17 
<&>h 1 2f8 18 £)xd5! 2xf 1 + 19 Axf 1 
Wxd2 20 £ic7+ &f7 21 &xd2 2b8 
22 £c4 ±) 17 £>a4 £)xe5 (17...£)c5 

18 2xf8+ Sxf8 19 £sxc5 #xe5 20 
2e3 +) 18 c4! £if7?! 19 cxd5 cxd5 
20 2c 1 #d6 21 £lb6 +- Tatai-Led- 
erman, Beersheba 1978. 

2) 14exd6® f xd6(14...£.xd6? 15 
2b3 Wc5 16 £le4 We5 17 #xd6 
Wxe4+ 18 2e3 +-) 15 &d3 (D) and 
now: 



2a) 15...Sb8 16 Sdl Ufe5+ 17 
£*e4 Ac5 (17..Jfc.d6 and now 18 g3 
transposes to 2c2 below, while 18 
&f4! &b4 {18...Wxf4 19 £\xd6+ 
Wxd6 20 ji.g6+ wins the queen} leads 
to the main line of this note) 18 .&f4 
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Ab4 19 c3 Axc3 20 Wxc3 Wxf4 21 
£ld6+ <4>d8 22 Ae4 Sf8 23 fid2 ± 
VitolinS-Peresypkin, Kiev 1974. 

2b) 15...£sc5 16 0-0 Ael 17 i.xe7 
Wxe7 18 4)e4 4)xe4 19 Axe4 #c5+ 
20 ^hl Ha7, Stuart-Hanssen, con- 
1990, and now 21 Bb8 Bc7 22 Wd3! 
would have been very good for White 
since 22..Mai loses to 23 ^.g6+!. 

2c) 15...'B f e5+ leads to a further 
branch: 

2cl) 16*dli.e7 17 i.xe7 <4>xe7 
18 Sel ®xh2? (18...^5+ 19 *cl 
£>c5 20 Ae2 ±) 19 Mg5+ 4>f7 20 
Sxe6! 2e8 (20...*xe6 21 J.c4+ 
4-d6 22 £>e4+ 4>c7 23 #a5+ +- or 

20.. .£rf6 21 Sxf6+ gxf6 22 Ac4+ 
4e8 23 #xf6 +-) 21 Sxe8 *xe8 22 
Sb4 £rf6 23 Mxgl M h5+ 24 4>cl 
Mfl 25 Wg5 £>d5 26 Ee4+ 4>d7 27 
£ixd5 cxd5 28 Bf4 Mel 29 «xd5+ 
&e8 30 2e4 Ba7 31 Mg 8+ 1-0 Vek- 
shenkov-Shalnev, Lvov 1977. 

2c2) 16 £le4 Ad6 (16...£\c5 17 
0-0 ®d4+ 18 4>hl £ixe4 19 Axe4 
Mxd2 20 i.xd2 i.d7 21 Ac3 Ec8 22 
Ae5 c5 23 £b7 2d8 24 c4 Ael 25 
iLc7 +- Valkesalmi-Arnold, Gron¬ 
ingen 1978/9) 17 g3 £>f6 (17...Bb8 
18 Bdl 2b4 19 0-0! Ac5+ 20 4)xc5 
#xc5+ 21 Bf2 2f8 22 Ae3 Bxf2 23 
,&xf2 and White’s initiative is worth 
far more than a pawn, Strautins- 
Kalivoda, corr 1971) 18 0-0 Wd4+ 
(18...^3xe4 19 &xe4 Ac5+ 20 Ae3 
±) 19 Mfl\ ®xf2+ (19...£>xe4 20 
£xe4 Wxf2+ 21 Bxf2 Adi 22 Bd2 
± Vitolins-Amakov, USSR 1971, or 

19.. .1.e5 20 Ae3 #a4 21 Ac5 Adi 
22 Eb4 Wxa2 23 Ac4 ± Ritum- 
Amakov, corr 1971) 20 2xf2 jLe5 21 
4)xf6+ gxf6 22 ,&xf6 ,&xf6 23 2xf6 
with a very promising ending for 
White. 


Now we return to the main line af¬ 
ter 13...&d5 (D): 



14 £«d5 

Or: 

1) 14 2b3 is dubious, for exam¬ 
ple 14...#a5 15 £3e4 (15 exd6 Ji.xd6 
16 4)e4 Wxd2+ 17 *xd2 Acl 18 c4 
h6 ¥ Barash-Kotenko, USSR 1986) 
Mxd2+ 16 < 4xd2 dxe5 17 c4 a5! 
(knight moves are bad, but 17...h6 
18 Ah4 Acl is probably ?) 18 cxd5 
exd5 19 £ic3 ,&b4 20 a3 Ad6 and 
Black is clearly better, McCurdy- 
Tukmakov, Harrachov 1967. 

2) 14 4)e4 dxe5 (14...#xa2?l 15 
2dl dxe5 16 Ae2 Wa4 17 i.h5+ 4?d7 
18 We2 <4’c7 19 0-0 ± Reinhardt- 
Panno, Buenos Aires 1965) with four 
possibilities: 

2a) 15 c4 Ab4 16 Bxb4 #xb4 17 
cxd5 #xd2+ 18 < 4xd2 exd5 +. 

2b) 15 Sdl Wb4 (15...h6 16 JLh4 
Ab4 17 c3 <&xc3 18 £td6+ 4?f8 19 
Wf2+ 4?g8 20 Mfl+ <4>h7 21 Ad3+ 
e4 22 <2)xe4 &xe4+ 23 4?e2 Mb2+ T 
Milovanovic-Loh, corr) 16 c4 Wa3 
and now White has nothing better 
than 17 Bbl transposing to line 2a. 

2c) 15 Ae2 Ab4 16 Bxb4 (16 
c3? Wxc3 -+) #xb4 17 Mx b4 £>xb4 
18 0-0 leaves Black with plenty of 
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extra material, but the game Yurkov- 
Antoshin, USSR 1964 concluded 

18.. .£>d5 19&d6+&d720£>c4*e8 
21 £)d6+ V 2 -V 2 . Black appears to 
have no clear way to gain the advan¬ 
tage in this ending, while on the 
other hand the winning attempt 20 

seems misguided after 20...2f8 

21 £>xe5+ *e8. 

2d) 15 £d3 i.b4 16 Bxb4 Wxb4 
17 c3 Wb6?! (17...Wa3 18 0-0 Bf8 
19 c4 £tf4! and 17...Wb8 18 0-0 2f8 
19 Sxf8+ &xf8 20 c4 £if4 are un¬ 
clear) 18 £ld6+ (18 2fl 2a7 19 
£>d6+ &d7 20 £lc4 Wc5 21 Bf7+ 
&e8 22 £>d6+ Wxd6 23 Bxa7 e4! is 
unclear according to Van der Tak) 
&d7 19 £>f7 Bf8 20 Bfl, Schultz- 
Sills, corr 1985, and now instead of 

20.. . < 4 , c7? 21 We2 £d7 22 Wxe5+ 
4 > b7 23 c4 1-0, Black should have 
tried 20...Wc5 21 c4 £tf6, which 
would have offered some defensive 
chances. 

14 ... cxd5 

Not 14...exd5 15 Bb3! Wxa2 16 
Wc3 c5 17 exd6 &d7 18 Wxc5 £xd6 
19 Ab5+! ± Nikitin-Khaikin, Lenin¬ 
grad 1967. 

15 Ae2 

Or: 

1) 15 c4!? (largely untested) dxc4 

(15...dxe5 16 cxd5 is a better re¬ 

ply, when 17 &xe7 Wxe7 18 d6 is 
well met by 18...Wh4+) 16 $Lx c4 
Wc5 (16...d5 17 0-0! Wc5+ 18 Ae3 
Wxc4 19 Wf2 Wc7 20 Bbcl fol¬ 
lowed by Ab6 with a very dangerous 
attack) 17 Ae2 Wxe5 18 0-0 ite7 19 
&f4 Wc5+ 20 £e3 Wc7 21 Ab6 Wd7 

22 Wd4 2g8 23 We4 favoured White 
in Vogt-Espig, E.Germany 1967. 

2) 15 Ad3 Wc5 16 £e3 Wc7 17 
0-0 dxe5 18 Wf2 £d6 19 Wh4 e4 20 


&e2 Ae5 21 £b6 Wd6 22 c4 g6 23 
sfehl &d7 24 &a5 Bb8 25 Wf2 <*> 
Bezgodov-Savon, Alushta 1993. 

15 ... dxe5 

15...Wc5 16 Ae3 Wc7 17 exd6 

£xd6 18 0-0 Bb8 19 Bxb8 Wxb8 
was good for Black in Sillger-Cao, 
Budapest 1995, but it looks com¬ 
pletely wrong to help Black develop 
the f8-bishop with gain of tempo. 17 
0-0 dxe5 18 c4 is far more danger¬ 
ous. 

16 0-0 (D) 

Or 16 2fl!? (the idea is to de¬ 
prive Black of the tempo he gains by 
checking on c5) and now: 

1) 16...Wxa2 17 Bb3 (17 &f2 
Ac5+ 18 &g3 h6 19 Wd3 e4 20 
£h5+ *d7 21 Wc3 £d6+ 22 Af4 
£xf4+ 23 2xf4 Wxbl 24 2f7+ 1-0 
Lindroos-Virtanen, corr 1979, but 
this idea appears dubious) &c5 18 
Wc3!±. 

2) 16...£e7 17 Bb3 Axg5 18 
Wxg5 We7 19 Wh5+ g6 20 Wxe5 is 
good for White. 

3) 16...2a7 17 Bb3 Wd6 18 ±h5+ 
g6 19 Wf2 d4 (19...2c7 20 Wf6 2g8 
21 2b6) 20 Wf6 Bg8 21 2b8 1-0 
Leisebein-Neubauer, corr 1983. 



16 ... 2a7 
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This move led to a slight revival 
of interest in 13...£ld5 during the 
1970s. The older lines are: 

1) 16...Ad6?! 17 c4 Sb8 (White 
wins after 17...^5+ 18 ^hl d4 19 
#d3 g6 20 ®T3 +- threatening #f6 
and Wxa8, Hartston-Moe, Harra- 
chov 1967) 18 2xb8 Axb8 19 cxd5 
Wc5+ 20 &hl Wxd5 (20...exd5 21 
2cl) 21 #c2 Ab7 22 Ah5+ g6 23 
Axg6+ hxg6 24 Wxg6+ 4?d7 25 
%7+ Sl?d6 (25...&c6 26 1 ^x 118 ) 26 
We7+ &c6 27 2cl+ +-. 

2) 16...Ae7 17 c4 Wc5+ 18 &hl 
d4 19 Axe7 #xe7 20 Ah5+ g6 21 
Af3 2a7 22 Ac6+ &d8 23 1^5+ 
#c7 24 *c5 2e8 25 2f8 Ad7 26 
2xe8+ Axe8 (26...&xe8 27 2fl) 27 
Vf8 «xc6 28 2b8+ &c7 29 2xe8 
and Black is losing his queen. 

3) 16...Ac5+ 17 &hl 2f8 18 c4 
2xfl+ 19 2xfl Ab7 (D) (19...Ad4? 
20 Wc2 #b2 21 VHxhl #xe2 22 
1^8+ &d7 23 «d8+ &c6 24 cxd5+ 
&b5 25 We8+ +- Sirotkin-Sorolin, 
USSR 1967 and 19...2a7 20 cxd5 
2d7 21 Vtc2, Dukic-Marjanovic, Yu¬ 
goslavia 1971, are terrible for Black 
and even 19...h6 20 Ah5+ 4^7 21 
2f7+ *c6 22 Af3 e4 23 Axe4 dxe4 
24 #f4 poses tremendous defensive 
problems for Black) and now: 



3a) 20 Wc2 e4 (20...Ae7 21 Ah5+ 
g6 22 Axg6+ hxg6 23 Wxg6+ &d7 
24 Axe7 regains all the sacrificed 
material and retains a strong attack, 
or 20...g6 21 Ag4 Ae7 22 Wf2! +-) 
21 Ag4 Ae7 (21...Ac8 offered bet¬ 
ter defensive chances) 22 #12 0-0-0 

23 Af4 Ad6 24 Axe6+ 4b8 25 Wb6 
Axf4 26 #xd8+ 4a7 27 Hbl Wd6 
28 Axd5 Axd5 29 Wxd6 Axd6 30 
cxd5 1-0 Tal-Bogdanovic, Budva 
1967. 

3b) 20 Adi (probably best) Ae7 
(the only move, e.g. 20...dxc4 21 
Wc2 intending #xh7 or #34+, 20...e4 

21 #c3!, 20...d4 21 Wf2 Ae7 22 
Aa4+ lbca4 23 tf7+, 20...4d7 21 
Sf7+ 4c6 22 cxd5+ exd5 23 Ab3 
Ad4 24 Wc2+ Wc5 25 Axd5+ *xd5- 

26 Wb3+ or 20,..Ec8 21 We2 Ae7 

22 1^5+ g6 23 Wxhl Axg5, Zhur- 
avlev-Gutman, Riga 1967, and now 

24 »xb7 ±) 21 Axe7 4xe7 (Black 
cannot defend after 21...'0 r xe7 22 
Aa4+ &d8 23 #a5+ 4c8 24 c5!) 22 
®g5+ 4d6 23 2f7 2e8 24 c5+! 
Ifxc5 (24...&xc5 25 2xb7 Wd3 26 
Wcl+ or 24...4c6 25 Wxe5 wins for 
White) 25 2xb7 Wf2 26 h3 Wfl+ 

27 4h2 fT4+ (27...1 r xdl 28 Wxgl 
wins) 28 'Sfxf4 exf4 29 2xg7 e5 30 
2xh7 ±. 

17 c4 

Better than 17 2b3 (17 4hl is 
likely to transpose to the main line 
after H.-WcS 18 c4, since 18 2b3 
2c7 19 c4 d4 is not good for White) 
Wd6 18 4hl Ae7 (18...2c7 gives 
Black a clear advantage according 
to Hulak) 19 Wc3 2c7 20 Axe7 
4xe7 21 Wg3 g6 22 2bf3 Ab7 23 
2f6, Soylu-Hulak, Budva 1981, and 
now Hulak recommends 23...4d8! 
as good for Black. 
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17 ... #c5+ 

Or: 

1) 17...d4 18 Ah5+ g6 19 Adi 
Ac7 20 Bf3 #c5 21 Aa4+ &d8 22 
HI7 transposes into the main line 
with the difference that the white 
king is on gl rather than on hi. Who 
benefits from this is hard to say, for 
example 22...e4 23 2xe7 (23 Ae3 
Bd7 24 Axd7 dxe3 25 #b2 2f8 26 
2xf8+ Axf8 27 Axc8 e2+ 28 *hl 
#12 29 #d2+ &xc8 30 #el e3 31 h3 
Ad6 0-1 Melzer-Wendt, corr 1981 
was a case in which Black gained 
from the king being on gl) 2xe7 24 
211 e3 25 Axe3 e5 26 Ag5 Ae6 27 
A16 2g8 28 #g5 Ad7 29 2el d3+ 
30 sfeh 1 #b4 31 #xe5 ± Leisebein- 
Idlcr, corr 1985. 

2) 17...2d7!? 18 Ah5+ g6 19 
Adi Ag7 20 2f3 #c5+ 21 &hl e4 
22 2fl h6 23 Aa4 hxg5 24 Axd7+ 
Axd7 25 2b8+ &e7 26 #xg5+ &d6 
-+ Alingh Prins-Sonderberg, corr 
1991. 

18 &hl d4 (D) 



19 Ah5+ 

Or: 

1) 19 Adi Ae7 20 Aa4+ 4d8 21 
2f7 h6 is less favourable for White 
as the h6-pawn is not en prise. 


2) 19 Wc2 (dangerous) Ae7 20 
#a4+ 2d7 21 Ad2 2f8 22 Ah5+ g6 
23 Af3 2xf3 24 2xf3 e4 25 2ff 1 e3 

26 Ab4 #c7 27 Aa5 #e5 (27...#c5 

28 Ab6 ±) 28 c5!? (28 #c6 #xa5 

29 Bb8, Bednarski-Sakharov, Varna 
1968, and now 29...e2 30 Sxc8+ 
Ad8 31 #xe6+ Be7 32 #c6+ is a 
draw) e2 29 5fcl Ad8 30 Ael Ag5 
31 #c6 Axel 32 #xc8+ &e7 33 c6! 
+- Jablonski-Tiemann, corr 1983. 

3) 19 Wd3 Ae7 20 #f3 Axg5 
(20...Sf8?! 21 #h5+ g6 22 #xh7 is 
dangerous for Black) 21 #h5+ g6 22 
#xg5 2f8 (22...Sg8 23 Adi Se7 24 
Aa4+ 4>d8 25 BH h6 26 #f6 +- 
Koppe-Strausz, corr 1983) 23 Sxf8+ 
*xf8 24 #d8+ *g7 25 Bf 1 Sf7 26 
Bxf7+ <^xf7 27 Wh8 and White has 
at the very best a draw. 

19 ... g6 

20 Adi Ae7 

20...Ad6? 21 #f2 (21 Aa4+ Ad7 

22 #12 is also effective) Bf8 22 Aa4+ 
Sd7 (22...Ad7 23 #xf8+!) 23 #h4 
h5 24 Bxf8+ *xf8 25 Ah6+ 1-0 
Petrushin-Dementiev, USSR 1972. 

21 Aa4+ ^d8 

22 Bf7 

Or 22 Axe7+ (22 Ah6 Bg8 23 Bf7 
is worth investigating, for example 
23...e4 24 #f4 e5 25 #xe4 ± was 
Rogulj-Sindik, Yugoslav Ch 1980, 
while 23...g5? 24 #d3! Bg6 25 
Bxh7 Bg8 26 #fl! is +-) and now: 

1) 22...#xe7 23 #a5+ #c7 24 
Bb6 Bb7 25 c5 26 Bxb7 #xb7 

27 c6 1-0 Nordby-Engel, corr 1984. 

2) 22...&xe7 (this also loses) 23 
#f2 ^d6 24 #f6 Bg8 25 Bfel! 
(threatening 26 Sxe5 #xe5 27 Bb6+) 
with the branch: 

2a) 25...Sag7 26 Sxe5 #xc4 27 
Ab3 Sb7 28 Be4 +-. 
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2b) 25...d3 26 2bdl 2ag7 (White 
wins after 26...Wxc4 27 Wxe5+ <£e7 
28 2e4 +- or 26...Wd4 27 2xe5 +-) 
27 2xd3+ *c7 28 Ae8! ±. 

2c) 25...2b7 26 2xb7 Axb7 27 
Wf7 wins a piece. 

3) 22...2xe7! (the only move) 23 
Wg5 &c7 24 2fel 2f8! 25 2xe5 (25 
Ac2 2f5! +) Wb4!! Benes-Vozka, 
Czechoslovakia 1988, and now 26 
2c5+ &d8 27 2dl! Wxa4 28 2xc8+ 
&xc8 29 Wc5+ &d8! 30 2xd4+ Wd7 
31 2xd7+ < 4 ) xd7 32 Wa7+ &e8 33 
Wa8+ <4>f7 34 Wxa6 ( ig7! favours 
Black. 

22 ... h6 

Or 22...e4 (D) (risky, but perhaps 
just playable) and now: 



1) 23 2b8 with a whole range of 
possible moves: 

la) 23...2c7 24 Axe7+ 2xe7 25 
Wf4 2xf7 26 Wxf7 Wd6 27 Wb7! 
Wc7 28 Sxc8+ Wxc8 29 Wg7 Se8 
30 c5! d3 31 Wf7 2h8 32 Wf6+ <&c7 
33 We5+ &b7 34 Wb2+ *a8 35 Wb6 
1-0 Lorincz-Sakharov, corr 1981. A 
very fine game. 

lb) 23...h6! 24 Axe7+ 2xe7 25 
Wf4 is an ingenious attempt to im¬ 
prove, as we have the same posi¬ 
tion as in line 1 a with the difference 


that Black’s pawn is on h6 instead of 
h7. This becomes important if play 
follows the same course, since with 
the pawn on h6 Black need not re¬ 
sign, but can instead play 35...2h7!. 
However, White can ensure an ad¬ 
vantage in any case by (moves 25-29 
as before) 30 Wf6+ < &c7 31 We5+ 
4>b7 (31...<&b6 32 Wxd4+ &c7 33 
We5+ &b6 34 Wd6+ &a7 35 c5 +-) 
32 Wxe 4+ &b8 33 Wbl+ &c7 34 c5! 
Wb8 35 Wb6+ reaching a favourable 
bishop v two pawns ending. 

lc) 23...e3 24 Axe3 e5 is an un¬ 
tested suggestion. 

2) 23 2xe7 2xe7 24 Af6 with 
two lines: 

2a) 24...e5? 25 Axh8 e3 26 Wc2! 
(26 Wei 2b7! and 26 We2 2f7 are 
unclear) 2f7 27 We4 (a good square 
for the queen, since Black has prob¬ 
lems covering e5) Ab7 (27.. .Af5 28 
2b8+ Ac8 29 h3 and White’s attack 
continues) 28 Af6+! 2xf6 29 Wxb7 
Wc7 30 We4 2b6 (30...2f4 31 Wd5+ 
&e7 32 g3 and 33 2b7 wins) 31 Wa8+ 
32 We8+ and wins, Milovano- 
vic-Stem, corr 1984. 

2b) 24...e3! 25 Wd3 (25 Wxd4+ 
Wxd4 26 Axd4 is met by 26...27e8! 
27 Af6+ &cl 28 Ae5+ with a draw, 
but not 26...2f8? 27 Ab6+ 2c7 28 
2dl+ &e7 29 Axc7 e2 30 Ad6+ 
d?d8 31 Axf8+ and wins; the alter¬ 
native 25 Wei 2f8 26 Axd4 Wxd4 
27 Sdl Wxdl 28 Wxdl+ Ad7 fa¬ 
vours Black) e5 26 Axh8 Af5 27 
Wb3 2f7 (not 27...Axbl? 28 Wb8+ 
Wc8 29 Wd6+ 2d7 30 Af6+ &e8 31 
We7#) 28 Wb8+ Ac8 29 Wxe5 Wxe5 
30 Axe5 e2 31 <3?gl Af5 32 2b8+ 
(or else ...Ad3 wins) Ac8 33 2bl 
Af5 with a draw (analysis by Bod¬ 
nar). 
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23 Axh6 e4 (D) 
23...Sb7 24 Sel gives White good 
chances (24 2xb7 Axb7 25 Ag5 
Axg5 26 Wxg5+ &c8 27 Ad7+ &b8 
28 Axe6 ± is not quite so good). 

After 23...e4 we arrive at a criti¬ 
cal position for the assessment of 
13...£>d5. This position has been the 
subject of much analysis, mostly by 
correspondence players, but as yet 
definite conclusions are far away. 



24 h3 

White relieves his back rank and 
cuts out sacrifices on h2. However, 
other moves are playable: 

1) 24 Ag7?! (dubious) 2xh2+! 
25 &xh2 Ad6+ 26 g3 2xf7 27 Axd4 
Wh5+ 28 ^gl 4>e7! with advantage 
for Black. 

2) 24 2el is an untested sugges¬ 
tion of Tiemann. 

3) 24 2bfl e5 (24...Ad7? 25 Ag7 
Axa4 26 Axh8 2d7 27 Wf4! ±) 25 
Ag5 e3 26 2xe7 2xe7 27 Wb2 e2 28 
Wxe2 &c7 29 Axe7 Wxe7 30 Wd2 
Ab7 31 Wa5+ &c8 32 Wb6 Wc7 33 
We6+ &b8 34 2f7, Oechslein-We- 
ber, corr 1973,34...Wa5 35 h3 Wel+ 
36 &h2 We4 -o. 

4) 24 2dl Ad7?! (supporting d4 
by 24...e5 poses the question of what 


the rook is doing on dl) 25 Ag7 Axa4 
26 Axd4! 2xh2+ (there is nothing 
better) 27 &xh2 Wh5+ 28 *gl 2d7 

29 2dfl! We5 (29..JU6 30 2xd7+ 
Axd7 31 Ab6+ &e7 32 Ad8+! <&xd8 

33 Wxd6 winning) 30 2f8+ 1-0 Ihle- 
baek-Olthof, corr 1985. 

5) 24 Ae3 e5! (not 24...2xh2+ 
when White wins by 25 igl! Wh5 

26 Wxd4+ 2d7 27 Wb6+ &e8 28 
Axd7+ Axd7 29 2xe7+ &xel 30 
Wb4+ &e8 31 Wb8+, nor 24...2d7 
25 Axd7 dxe3 26 Wb2! +-) 25 Ag5 
e3 (25...Axg5 26 Wxg5+ Se7 27 
Wf6! +-; 25...Sh5 26 2f8+ &c7 27 
Axe7 Wxe7 28 Wa5+ +-; 25...2e8 
may be playable, for example 26 
Axe8 &xe8 27 2xe7+ 2xe7 28 
Axe7 Wxe7 29 Wh6 Wf6! <*) 26 
Axe3 2h5 (26...2b7, Velimirovi6- 
Cvitan, Yugoslav Ch 1982, 27 2xb7 
Axb7 28 Ag5 Axg5 29 Wxg5+ &c8 

30 Wf6 2d8 31 2xb7 <&xb7 32 Wxd8 
Wxc4 and now either 33 Wd7+ 4>b6 

34 h4 or 33 We7+ &b6 34 Wf6+ 
and 35 Adi, with excellent winning 
chances for White in both cases) 27 
2g7 (27 Wd3 2f5 28 2h7 2b7 29 
2dl Ad7 30 Axd7 2xd7 ? Nieuw- 
enhuis-Van Antwerpen, corr 1991; 

27 Ac2!? 2d7 28 Ah6 g5 29 Ag7 d3 
30 Aa4 2d4 31 Bel g4 32 Wf2 d2 33 
2fl g3! 34 Wxg3 Ae6 35 2xe7 
Wxe7 36 Axe5 2xc4? {36...Wf7! 
«}, Selke-Kunzelmann, corr 1981, 
and now 37 Af6 Wxf6 38 Wd6+ 
<&c8 39 Wxa6+ <&d8 40 2xf6 2cl+ 
41 2fl wins for White) and now: 

5a) 27...Ad7 28 2b8+ &c7 29 
Wb2! Ab5 (29...Axa4! 30 2xe7+ 
Ad7 oo) 30 2gg8! Wb4 31 2gc8+ 
<&d7 32 Wxb4 Axb4 33 cxb5 +-. 

5b) 27...2d7 28 2g8+ s£?c7 29 
Wb2 Wb4 30 Wxb4 Axb4 31 Axd7 
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Axd7 32 Axd4 exd4 33 2xb4 2e5 
34 <&gl +-. 

5c) 27...Af5 28 Axd4! exd4 (or 
28...#xd4 29 2b8+) 29 2b8+ Ac8 
30 2g8+ Af8 31 2xf8+ Wxf8 32 
#xd4+ +—. 

5d) 27...2b7 and now: 

5dl) 28 2el Af5 (28...Ad7?! is 
inferior, for example 29 Axd4 exd4 
30 2gxe7! Wd6 31 2xd7+ 2xd7 32 
g4! ±; 28...«b4!?) 29 2g8+ &c7 30 
Af2 2bl 31 2g7 2xel+ 32 Wxel 
sfed8, Tiihonen-Lagland, corr 1982 
and now White should force a draw 
by 33 2g8+ &c7 34 2g7. 

5d2) 28 2xb7! Axb7 29 2xg6 
Wxc4 (29...2f5! 30 2g8+ &c7 31 
Af2 ±) 30 Wa5+ *c8 31 Ab3 Wfl+ 
32 Agl *b8 33 Ad5! Wdl (33. Jfe2 
34 h3 Wb2 35 2g8+ &a7 36 Wc7 
wins) 34 2g8+ &a7 35 2a8+! 1-0 
Heemsoth-Weber, corr 1973-6. 

24 ... e5 

This move leads to the same posi¬ 
tion as in line 5 of the previous note, 
but with White having the extra 
move h3. This relieves the back rank 
and prevents tactical ideas on h2, but 
on the other hand it allows ...Axh3 
in several variations, so it is not clear 
how much of an advantage the extra 
move really is. In view of doubts 
about this, Black should consider the 
alternative line 24...2b7 25 2xb7 
(25 2bf 1 e5 26 Ag7 2h7 27 2xe7 
2xe7 28 Af6 &c7 29 Axe7 2xe7 + 
Teuvo-Strausz, corr 1984; 25 2el e5 
26 2xe4 Ae6 27 2xe7 2xe7 28 Ag5 
2h5 29 Axe7+ &xe7 30 Adi 2f5 = 
Bauer-Muller, corr 1981) Axb7 26 
Wb2 <&c8 27 Af4 (27 Ag7? 2xh3+ 
28 gxh3 e3+ 29 sfegl, Szilagyi- 
Muller, corr 1982, 29...d3! 30 Wd4 
e2! —+) and now: 


1) 27...e5 28 Ag5 #b4 and a 
draw was agreed in Schuller-Prins, 
corr 1984 in view of the line 29 
#xb4 Axb4 30 Af6 2f8 31 Ad7+ 
<&c7 32 Axe5+ d?d8 33 Af6+ with 
perpetual check. 

2) 27...e3 28 Ad7+! (28 *gl? e5 
29 Ag3 d3 30 #xe5 Wxc5 ! 31 Axe5 
e2! 32 Ac3 Ac5+ 33 <&h2 2d8 -+) 
V 2 -V 2 Prins-Strand, corr 1984, since 
28...<&xd7 29 Wxb7+ *e8 30 2xe7+ 
Wxe7 31 #c8+ Wd8 32 ®xe6+ »e7 
is a perpetual. 

3) 27...2d8! (a winning attempt) 

28 Ae5 (28 Ac6 Axc6 29 2xe7 
®xe7 30 #b8+ <&d7 31 #c7+ *e8 
32 ®xc6+ 33 Wxe4 d3 -+; 28 

2h7 e3 29 Ac6 Wxc6 30 2xe7 d3 
-+) e3 29 Af6 #b4! -+ Odeev-Kot- 
enko, corr 1987. 

25 Ag5 

After 25 2g7!? 2b7 26 2xb7 
Axb7 27 #b2 &c8 28 Ag5 Wb4 29 
Wxb4 Axb4 30 Af6 the ending 
turned out to be unexpectedly bad 
for Black in Kopp-Palm, corr 1979, 
which continued 30...e3 31 Axe5 
Sf8 32 Ag3 g5 33 c5 +-. It is curi- 
*ous that this line was never repeated. 

25 ... e3 

26 Axe3 (D) 
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26 ... 2b7 

Or: 

1) 26....£.xh3 27 gxh3 (27 *gl 
jLc8 «) 2xh3+ 28 &g2 2xe3 29 Wb2 
Wfx c4? (29...1 r d6 30 2hl 2g3+ 31 
0^3 Ah4+ 32 2xh4 2xf7 33 2h8+ 
4/c7 34 <&g2 ±) 30 Wb8+ Wc8 31 
*b6+ 2c7 32 2f8+ 1-0 Walker- 
Hacker, corr 1985. 

2) 26...5h5 27 Sg7 Sb7 28 Sf 1 
(28 Sel transposes to the main line) 
and now 28...if5 29 ^gl &c8 30 
A.f2 Bh8 31 g4 i.e4 32 We2 £.f6 33 
Bxb7 £xb7 was good for Black in 
Oechslein-Hamilton, corr 1987, but 
28...Axh3 29 gxh3 Sxh3+ 30 &g2 
2xe3 may be even better. 

27 Sel 

Not 27 Bdl? &g4 28 Sel <S?c8 29 
i.gl Af5 30 £h2 e4 31 Sxe7 Sxe7 
32 #f4 Wb4 -+ Bouaziz-Hulak, 
Reggio Emilia 1983/4. 

27 ... Sh5 

Or: 

1) 27...i,f5 28 i.g5 (28 i.xd4 
exd4 29 Wf4 d3! and now 30 Se5 
loses to 30...Bbl+ forcing mate, so 
White probably cannot justify his 
sacrifice) .&xg5 29 Hfxg5+ &c8 30 
Wf6 Sxf7 31 Wxh8+ Sf8 32 Bxe5 


with an extra pawn for White in the 
ending. 

2) 27...Wb4!? 28 £c6 ±xh3! 29 
■^gl J$.e6 ®. 

28 5g7 Wb4 

White is slightly better, for exam¬ 
ple 29 ®til ®d6 30 £d2 &c7 31 
£c2 d3 (31 ...iLf5 32 £xf5 Bxf5 33 
#g4 ±) 32 £a5+ &b8 33 Wxd3 (33 
£xd3? £xh3) #xd3 34 £xd3 £b4! 
35 £xb4! (35 Bxb7+ £xb7 36 £xb4 
Bxh3+ =) Sxg7 36 £d6+ <£?a8 37 c5 
± and the pawn on e5 is falling, but in 
Timman-Sunye, Wijk aan Zee 1980, 
Black held the draw. 

Although the theoretical verdict 
on 13...£>d5 is unclear, there has 
been almost no practical experience 
in recent years. The reason seems to 
be that Black has to defend ex¬ 
tremely accurately for a long time, 
but even then he is not sure to escape 
from his difficulties. At least in the 
main line of chapter 6 Black has an 
extra piece, so if he survives the im¬ 
mediate crisis then his future looks 
rosy, whereas here material is often 
equal. Having said this, no route to 
an advantage is visible for White. 




xb2 9 Sjb3 


9 £\b3 is a more restrained continu¬ 
ation than 9 Sbl. White makes it 
very hard for Black’s queen to return 
to the centre and plans to complete 
his development with an enduring 
initiative for the pawn. This line has 
retained a certain level of popularity 
without ever really becoming fash¬ 
ionable. However, in view of White’s 
lack of success in the 9 Sbl lines, it 
may be due for a revival. 

1 e4 c5 2 £T3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
£>f6 5 £>c3 a6 6 Ag5 e6 7 f4 Wb6 8 
Wd2 Wxb2 9 &b3 (D) 



The threat is 10 a3 and 11 Sa2 
trapping the queen, so Black’s op¬ 
tions are limited. Of the three lines, 
the first two are most important. 

A: 9...Wa3 
B: 9...£ic6 
C: 9...£ibd7 


A) 

9 ... Wa3 

10 Axf6 

Other moves: 

1) 10 Ad3 Ae7 (10...£ic6 leads 
to line B) 11 0-0 and now: 

la) U...£tod7 12 Sael (12 Wei 
h6 13 Ah4 e5 14 f5 b6 15 £>bl Wa4 
16 c4 £ic5 17 £>xc5 bxc5 18 £>c3 
Wd7 19 i.c2 0-0 20 Aa4 Wd8 °° 
Griinfeld-Holzl, Lucerne OL 1982) 
and now: 

lal) 12...e5 13 Wf2 Wb4 14 fxe5 
Wxc3 15 exf6 Ax f6 (15...£>xf6 16 
e5! dxe5 17 Wg3 Wb4 18 Sxe5 Ae6 

19 c3, Korsunsky-Zilberman, USSR 
1981, and now instead of 19...Wg4? 

20 Wei! Wa4 21 Af5 +-, Black 
should have played 19...Wb6+ or 
19...Wd6, which would have been 
±) 16 e5 dxe5 17 Axf6 £>xf6 18 Wg3 
<£>f8 19 Sxe5 Ae6 20 Sc5 Wb2 21 
Wd6+ &g8 was unclear in Kapen- 
gut-Zilbershtein, USSR Ch 1972. 

Ia2) 12...h6 13 Ah4 (13 ±xf6 
gxf6! 14 f5 £)e5 15 fxe6 fxe6 16 
£>e2 Ad7 17 £tf4 &d8 18 <&hl Ab6 
19 £>h5 0-0-0 20 £>xf6 <£>b8 ¥ Be- 
liavsky-Bronstein, Yaroslavl 1982) 
£>c5! (better than 13...Wb4? 14 Af2 
£>c5 15 a3! Wb6 16 We2! ± Shmul- 
enson-Sorokin, corr 1973, or 13...g5 
14 fxg5 £>g4 15 e5! £idxe5 16 h3! 
£>xd3 17cxd3,Kupreichik-Szekely, 
Frunze 1985, and now Black had to 
give up a piece since 17...£ie5 18 
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Se4 followed by Sa4 or £)bl costs 
Black his queen) 14 e5 £lfe4 (or 
14...£lxb3 15 cxb3 dxe5 16 fxe5 
£id7 17 Axe7 #xe7 18 Ac2 0-0 19 
fti3 f5 20 exf6 £ixf6 21 Se3 Wc5 ¥ 
Lutikov-Yuferov, Minsk 1982) 15 
£lxe4 £>xe4 16 Axe4 Axh4 17 exd6! 
Axel 18 Sxel Ad7 19 f5 (19 ®d4 
0-0 20 Axb7 Sab8 21 £ic5 Sxb7 22 
<2ixb7 fic8 + Scheffer-Kom, corr) 0-0 
20 f6 Wb2 °° Korsunsky-Timoshch- 
enko, Lvov 1977. 

lb) ll...h6 12 Axf6 (12 Ah4 
<2ixe4! 13 Qsxc4 Axh4 14 f5 exf5! 

15 Ab5+ axb5 16 £ixd6+ &f8 17 
£)xc8 £>c6! 18 4)d6 Sd8 19 £xb5 
®e7 + Spassky-Fischer, Reykjavik 
Wch (7) 1972) Axf6 13 e5 dxe5 
(13...Ae7 maybe met by 14Hael °° 
or 14 Ab5+!? «) 14 £ie4 £>d7 15 f5 
exf5 (15.„«e7!7 16 fxe6 Wfxe6 17 
Jkc4! Wb6+ 18 4?hl 0-0 19 2f3 
Kc7! 20 Ad5 Ae7 21 Safi £lb6! ¥ 
Mukhin-Sorokin, USSR 1973) 16 
Hxf5 Ae7 17 Ac4 (17 Wff2 £\f6 18 
£>xf6+ Axf6 19 Hxf6 gxf6 20 Wxf6 
Hf8 V 2 -V 2 Wittmann-Butze, corr 1984) 
£lf6 18 Hxe5 £lxe4 19 Axf7+ &xf7 
20 1U5+ &g6 21 Wxe4+ &f7 22 
Sfl+ Af6 23 <&c5 Se8? (23...Sd8) 
24 Wd5+ *f8 25 Wd6+ &f7 26 
£lxb7 Wa4 27 fti5+ <4>f8 28 £d6 
Ae6 29 Sxe6 Sxe6 30 #xe6 Wd4+ 
31 *hl Wa7 32 £>f5 Wf7 33 Wd6+ 
Ae7 34 Wc6 2d8 35 #xa6 1-0 Tal- 
Zaid, Moscow tt 1973. 

2) 10 Ae2 Ae7 11 0-0 £ibd7 12 
Af3 (12 st?hl Wb4 13 We3 h6 14 
Ah4 £s g 4 15 Axg4 Axh4 16 f5 £)e5 
17 Ae2 Ag5 + Gild.Garcia-Pigusov, 
Reykjavik 1994; 12 Sadi 0-0 13 
lfe3 h6 14 Ah4 <£g4 15 Wg3 Axh4 

16 ®xg4 Af6 + Gagarinov-Sotni- 
kov, St Petersburg jr 1993) 0-0 13 


Sael £>c5 14 e5 (14 <^>h 1 £ixb3 15 
cxb3 h6 16 Axf6 Axf6 17 Bel Sb8 
¥ Postema-Wagermans, corr 1991) 
£sxb3 15 cxb3 dxe5 16 fxe5 £kl7 17 
&hl Axg5 18 Wxg5 #a5! 19 b4! 
®xb4 20 <53e4 « Sakharov-Geller, 
USSR Ch 1976. 

3) 10 e5 dxe5 11 fxe5 £ifd7 12 
£ie4 '#b4 13 4kl6+ Axd6 14 exd6 
#xd2+ 15 Axd2 b6 16 a4 Ab7 17 
c4 a5 18 £)d4 £sa6 19 Ae2 £)ac5 + 
Timmerman-Engholm, con 1984. 

10 ... gxf6 

11 Ae2 (D) 

Or 11 Ad3(llf5£ld7 12Ae2h5 
13 0-0 £>c5 14 &hl Ad7 15 Sabi 
Sc8 was good for Black in Mer- 
dinian-Tringov, Plovdiv 1977) <5ld7 
(1 l...£>c6 12 0-0 Ad7 transposes to 
line B) 12 0-0 £>c5 13 &hl Ad7 14 
f5 0-0-0?! (14...Sc8 ») 15 Sabi <£ixd3 
16 cxd3 Ae7 17 £>e2! (17 Sbcl &b8 
18 £)bl ®a4 19 Sc4 Kb5 20 &c3 
#66 21 Sbl &a8 + Hulak-Tringov, 
Bor 1977) d5 18 <S3a5 Ab5 19 Bb3 
#a4 20 exd5 Sxd5 (20...e5 21 Bcl+ 
&b8 22 £)c4! +-) 21 Sf4 1-0 Gee- 
nen-Delabie, corr 1992. This line 
deserves more tests. It has been tra¬ 
ditional to develop the bishop on e2 
in the 9 ^b3 variation, but there are 
many circumstances in which d3 is 
more appropriate. 
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11 ... £>c6 

There are basically two plans for 
Black; he can either play ...h5 or 
omit it. Unfortunately, there are vari¬ 
ous possible move-orders, which 
makes the organisation of material a 
little tricky. In the main line we con¬ 
sider only those possibilities not in¬ 
volving an early ...h5. Lines with ...h5 
are all found in this note. The analysis 
runs ll...h512 0-0 and now: 

I) 12...£ld7 reaches a position 
distinguished by the fact that almost 
every legal move has been tried (note 
that most lines involving ihl are 
analysed in variation If): 

la) 13 f5 and now: 

lal) 13...#b4?! 14fxe6fxe6 15 
&hl Ae7 (15...£ic5 16 2xf6i.d7? 
17 2xf8+! wins) 16 2abl £ie5 (or 
16...&C5 17 £>xc5 *xc5 18 £>a4 
Wc7 19^b6 ±) 17 £d4 #a5 18 2b3 
Ad77 (18...*c7 19 Wdl ±) 19 2xb7 
2c8 20 2b3 d5 21 We3! ± Sarink- 
Engel, corr 1991. 

Ia2) 13...&e7 14 £fol #a4 15 c4 
«c6 16 &c3 £te5 17 <SM4 ^c7 18 
Wdl b5 19fxe6fxe620 Axh5+^d8 
21 £>ce2 £>xc4 22 4&f4 Wb6 23 2f2 
£ Kaunonen-Rompatti, corr 1975. 

Ia3) 13...£k5!? 14 #d4 £ixb3 
15 axb3 Wc5 16 Wxc5 dxc5 17 fxe6 
fxe6 18 2xf6i.g7 19 2f3=. 

lb) 13«d4b5(13...<S)c5 14Wxf6 
£ixb3 15 Wxh8 £>xal 16 2xal £d7 

17 Axh5 2c8 18 £>e2 ®e3+ 19 &hl 
Wxe4 20 c3 &c6 21 Wg8 2c7 «o 
Szewczyk-Ziewitz, corr 1984) 14£ibl 
Wa415 c4 b4 16 f5 Ae7 17 fxe6 fxe6 

18 $Md2 Wc6 19 a3 bxa3 20 <&hl 
2b8 21 2xa3 2b6 22 ttal t Kaspar- 
ov-Zaid, USSR 1977. 

lc) 13 2f3 £>c5 (13...±e7 14 
‘ihl is line If32) 14 2dl £ixb3 15 


axb3 £d7 16 *hl #a5 17 2d3 Jlc6 
18 Af3 0^0-0 19 We3 £e7 20 £>e2 
&b8 21 c4 ®c5 oo Liska-Schonherr, 
corr 1984. 

l d) 13 £ibl WaA 14 c4 £ic5 15 
£sc3 Wc6 16 <SM4 *c7 17 tte3 b6 18 
f5 ±h6 19 #f3 &g5 + Ollek-Engel, 
corr 1983. 

le) 13 ®e3 £c5 14 Bfdl b5 15 
JLxb5+ k.dl 16 £>xc5 axb5 17 4^xd7 
*xd7 18 Wd4 b4 19 £ib5 #a6 20 a4 
Ml 21 #xb4 +- Gazdos-Brunclik, 
corr 1982. 

l f) 13 ^?hl (D) and now: 



lfl) 13 ...£ic5 14 f5 Ml 15 fxe6 
fxe6 16 Sxf6 <£>xb3 17 cxb3 Wa5 18 
5c 1 5c8 19 Sg6 VHe5 20 5c2 ±g7 
21 Sg3 h4 22 Hh3 Ml % Gisel- 
brecht-Cording, corr 1983. 

If2) 13...h4 14 h3 Ml 15 Sadi 
b6 (15...b5 16 &xb5 axb5 17 £>xb5 
Wa4 18 £ic7+ *f8 19 £>xa8 ®xa8 
«) 16 We3 Ml 17 f5 Sc8 18 fxe6 
fxe6 19 jLg4, Short-Kasparov, Riga 
1995, 19...4)c5! 20 #d4 £>xb3 21 
cxb3 »c5 22 £ia4 #xd4 23 5xd4 
*f7 24 £)xb6 Sc2 ?. 

If3) 13...ie7 with a final branch: 
lf31) 14 Wd4 £ic5 15 Sfdl Ml 
16 e5 fxe5 17 fxe5 £ixb3 18 cxb3 
#c5 19 exd6 «fxd4 20 5xd4 Af6 21 
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Sd3 fic8 22 Scl Ab5 23 2f3 Ae5 + 
Enders-Szekely, Budapest 1995. 

102) 14 Sf3 <S)c5 15 Wei (15 
Sbl £)a4 16 Ab5+ axb5 17 £ixb5 
Wxa2 18 Sal £lc5 19 Sxa2 Sxa2 « 
Lamm-Auerswald, corr 1983) Ad7 
16 Sh3 h4 17 Sxh4 0-0-0 18 Sxh8 
Sxh8 19 Sdl Wb4 20 Bd4 Wb6 ¥ 
Kopecky-Cmiel, corr 1982. 

103) 14 Sabl£lc5?! (14...b6!?) 
15 &xc5 Wxc5 16 &a4 Wc6?! 17 
4)b6 Sb8 18 SO *f8 19 Sc3 We8 20 
Sc7 ± Mariasin-Sorokin, corr 1979. 

104) 14 Sadi £lc5 15 Af3 (for 
15 f5! see line 105 below) Wb4 (or 
15...Ad7 16 e5 d5 17 £lxc5 Wxc5 18 
£le4 Wc7 19 £>xf6+ Axf6 20 exf6 
0-0-0 21 Wd4 i.b5 22 Sfel &b8 
V2-V2 Neukirkh-Kaniuth corr) 16 f5 
£)d7 17 We3 Wb6 18 We2 Wc7 19 
fxe6 fxe6 20 Axh5+ &d8 21 £la4 
£)e5 * Markland-Palmo, corr 1982. 

105) 14 f5! £>c5 15 Sadi (15 
fxe6 Axe6? 16 5M4 0-0-0 17 £>f5 
Af8 18 #04 Axf5 19 exf5 with a 
clear advantage for White, Morgado- 
Rolle, corr 1976) ±d7( 15... Wb4 16 
We3 {16 Sf4! ±} &d7 17 AO Sc8 
18 fxe6 fxe6 19 Sd4 Wb6 20 Sel 
£>xb3 21 cxb3 e5 T Baumann-Grei- 
ner, corr 1973) 16 fxe6 fxe6 17 e5! 
£ixb3 (17...fxe5 18 £>xc5 Wxc5 19 
«ks4 Wd4 20 Wei Wb6 21 Wg3 0-0-0 

22 Sf7 Sde8? 23 Sxe7 Sxe7 24 
£ixd6+ *d8 25 Wxe5 Sf8 26 £tf5 
1-0 Alomaki-Schlupek, corr 1980) 
18 axb3 fxe5 19 £>e4 d5 20 Wc3 
Wb4! 21 4)f6+ <&d8 22 Wxe5 Wd6 

23 Wxd6 Axd6 24 c4 Sf8 25 cxd5 
'feel 26 £>xd7 &xd7 27 dxe6+ ^?xe6 
28 Sfel <S?d7 29 Axh5 ± G.Kuzmin- 
Platonov, USSR 1967. 

2) 12...Wb4 13 Sfchl Wb6 (White 
has a clear advantage after 13...4M7 


14 Sabi £lc5 15 4)xc5 Wxc5 16 
Wc7 17 £lb6 Sb8 18 f5 &e7 19 Wa5 
± Noria-Thannhauser, corr 1973) 14 
a4 Ad7 15 a5 Wc7 16 £>a4 Axa4 17 
Sxa4 4ic6 18 Wc3 ± Voitsekh-Gof- 
binder, corr 1976. 

3) 12...4)c 6 and now (note that 
all lines involving an early sfchl are 
considered under 3a): 

3a) 13 'i&hl Ad7 with a further 
divergence: 

3al) 14 Sf3 Bc8 15 Sh3 (15 Sdl, 
transposing to line 3c below, is bet¬ 
ter) h4 16 Wei £>b4 17 £>d4 e5! 18 
f5 (18 £>cb5 Wa5 19 Sa3 Wb6 20 
Wxb4 d5 21 Wa5 Wxa5 22 Sxa5 
exd4 23 5ixd4 dxe4 0-1 Hayes-Rie- 
mer, corr 1980) exd4 19 £id5 $3xc2 
T 20 Sxa3? ^xel 0-1 Beitinjaneh- 
Olthof, corr 1985. 

3a2) 14 £ibl and now: 

3a21) 14...Wb2 15 ^c3 (15 a3 
Sc8; 15 a4 d5! 16 exd5 £>b4 17 £>a3 
Sc8 T Timman; 15 We3 ?)b4 16 c3 
£>c2 17 Wd2 &a4! +) £>b4?! (it is 
risky to play for a win) 16 Wd4 Sc8 
(16...£ixc2 17 Wd2! Sc8 18 Sf3 ±) 

17 Wxb4 Wxc3 18 Wxb7 h4!? 19 
Wxa6 ± Van der Hooven-Olthof, 
corr 1979. 

3a22) 14...Wa4?! 15 a3! <£e7 16 
4k 3 Wc6 17 Sf3 favours White, ac¬ 
cording to Timman. 

3a23) 14...Wb4 15 We3 £)e7 (not 
15...d5?! 16 exd5 £>e7 17 c4! £>f5 

18 Wd3 h4? {18...Sc8 ±} 19 Ag4 
£)d6 20 £>ld2 f5 21 a3 Wb6 22 c5 
+- Spassky-Fischer, Reykjavik Wch 
(11) 1972) 16 a3 (16c4f5 17a3 1 Wa4 
18 $3c3 Wc6 19 £>d4 Wc5 20 exf5 
Ag7 21 fxe6 fxe6 22 Sadi &xd4 23 
Wxd4 Wxd4 24 Sxd4 £>f5 25 Sd2 
Sc8 26 5f3 sfee7 ¥ Qi Jingxuan-Kar¬ 
pov, Hannover 1983) Wa4 17 <2)c3 
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Wc6 18 Sadi Sd8?! (18...Sc8) 19 
Sd3 £sg6 20 £id5 i.e7 ± V 2 -V 2 Bau- 
Noble, corr 1991. 

3a3) 14 #e3 and now: 

3a31) 14...<53a5?! 15 Wb6 ±. 

3a32) 14...-ab4! 15#d2(15#b6 
Sc8 16 £)bl #a4 17 #xb7 &xc2 18 
Scl 5c6 -+ Watson-Bamsley, con- 
1991) Sc8 (avoiding the repetition) 

16 jLd3, Braune-Kurbel, con 1984, 

16.. JLg7 ¥. 

3a33) 14...Sc8 15 £sbl Wa4 (or 

15.. .^2 16 £ild2 d5 17 exd5 £ib4 
18 dxe6 fxe6 19 £lc4 4ld5 20 We4 f5 
21 Wxd5 exd5 22 £)xb2 Sxc2, Mor- 
due-Collinson, British Ch 1991, 23 
Sf2 ±) 16 c4 (16 £ic3 repeats; 16 a3 
£ia5 17 £ic3 £ic4! 18 #d4 ffc6 19 
£id5 exd5 20 exd5 '&c7 21 ®xf6 
Sh6 + Cavender-Trahan, con 1989) 
£\a5 17 #c3 (17 £ild2 £ixb3 18 
axb3 Kb4 19 Sadi #c5 20 Wc3 e5 
21 fxe5 fxe5 22 b4 ft7 23 %3 i.e6 
= Heimo-Sonntag, con) 4^xc4 18 
#xf6 Sh6 19 ®d4 Bh7 20 f5 exf5 
21 £)c3 &.gl 22 £lxa4 j&.xd4 23 
<£ixd4 ilxa4 24 Sac 1 = Tal-R.Byrne, 
Leningrad IZ 1973. 

3a4) 14 £\dl Sc8 (14...#b4 15 
We3 43e7 16 a3 Va4 17 f5 e5 18 £>b2 
Wc6 19 c4 h4 20 Sf3 i.h6 21 Wd3 
£lc8 22 a4 « Platonov-Bukhover, 
Kiev 1963) 15 £ie3 Wb4 16 c3 Wfxe4 

17 i.d3 Wa4 18 £sc4 Sc7 19 £sb6 
#a3 20 &c4 (20 Sael? <&e7 21 $)c4 
Sxc4 22 jLxc4 h4 ? Short-Kaspar- 
ov, PC A Ch (4), London 1993) #a4 
21 £ib6 Wa3 22 £lc4 V 2 -V 2 Gulko- 
Psakhis, Beersheba 1993. 

3b) 13 £sbl Wb4 (13...#b2? 14 
a3 +- or 13..M&4 14 c4 #b4?! 15 
We3 ig7 16 a3 Wa4 17 #g3! ± Tal- 
Zilbershtein, Riga 1973) 14 «fe3 d5 
(14...f5 15 exf5 d5 16 fxe6 fxe6 17 


c3 #e7 18 £ild2 &d7 19 Stf3 ± Ro- 
batsch-Korchnoi, Palma de Mallorca 
1972) 15 exd5 £>e7 (D) and now: 



3bl) 16 c4 £tf5 17 Wd3 ®b6+ 18 
&hl (18 Sf2 «.) h4 19 Sf3 <S)g3+ 20 
Sxg3 hxg3 21 Wxg3 JLd6, Zuzek- 
Paulucci, con 1986, 22 £lc3!, in¬ 
tending 23 c5 Axc5 24 £ia4, with 
good compensation. 

3b2) 16 £lc3 £lf5 (16...Ad7 is 
probably better) 17 #<13 Wb6+ 18 
Sf2! (18 &hl h4 19 &g4 £ie3 20 
£la4 Wa7 loses the exchange) jLd6 
(18...1^3 19 £>e4 Wxd3 20 ±xd3 
$Le 7 21 Sel with the better ending 
for White, Mecking-Tal, Las Palmas 
1975) with a last branch: 

3b21) 19 <33e4 i.xf4 20 £ixf6+ 
^f8! (20...‘ie7, Wittmann-Van der 
Heijden, corr 1986, 21 dxe6! and 
now 21.. ,£>xf6 22 Wf3 #e3 23 »xf4 
Wxi4 24 Sxf4 ±, 21...fxe6 22 Wxf5 
Wxf2+ 23 < 4’xf2 exf5 24 £id5+ ± or 

21...£xe6 22 £id5+ ±xd5 23 Wxd5 
£.xh2+ 24 4>xh2 ®xf2 25 #e5+ +-) 
21 Wc3 £.xh2+ 22 *xh2 (22 *fl? 
£se3+ 23 ‘A’el £g3 24 £sdl+ Jixdl 
25 #xh8+ &e7 -+) #xf2 23 &d7+ 
i’gS 24 £if6-t- with a draw by per¬ 
petual check, Peleshev-Odeev, con 
1988 . 
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3b22) 19 £>a4 Wc7 20 We4 b5! 

21 £ib2 Ab7 22 Sdl Aa3! 23 c4 
Axb2 24 c5 Aa3! 25 c6 -+ Groffen- 
Van Raay, corr. 1979. 

3b23) 19 dxe6 fxe6 (19..JLxe6 

20 £>d5 Wd8 21 Af3 ±) 20 We4! 4?f7 
(20...We3 21 £sd5 +-) 21 Ac4 We3, 
Mularczyk-Siniarski, corr 1990, 22 
Wxf5! Wxc3 23 We4 Ac5 24 £ixc5 
Wxal+ 25 Sfl ±. 

3c) 13 Hf3 i.d7 14 Sdl (14Sh3 
h4 15 Wei Sc8 16 Sxh4 Sxh4 17 
Wxh4 £)a5 0-1 Schenning-Hanssen, 
corr 1991) Sc8 (14...0-0-0) 15 &hl 
Wb4 16 We3 5)e7 17 Sal Wa3 18 
Wb6 Ac6 19 £)bl Wb2 20 £ic3 d5? 
(20...Wa3 =; 20...f5!?) 21 Sbl Wa3 

22 5)c5 <S)g6 23 £lxd5 &xd5 1-0 
Maksimovic-Bogie, corr 1991. 

It is worth mentioning that vari¬ 
ous 11th moves other than 1 l...$)c6 
and 11...h5 are possible, although 
much less important: 

a) 11.-15 12 Wd4 (12 £d5 exd5 
13 Wc3 £>c6! 14 Wxh8 dxe4 «) e 5 
13 fxe5 £>c6 14 Wd2 i.g7? (Black 
should try 14...dxe5 «=) 15 £ld5 0-0 
16 0-0 ii.xe5 17 exf5 Wa4 18 c4 Wa3 
19 f6 &h8 20 Wh6 1-0 Bryson- 
Mo.Sharif, Thessaloniki OL 1984. 

b) ll...Wb4 12 0-0 ±e7 (12...h5 
transposes to line 2 above) 13 Ah5! 
(13 *hl Wb6?! 14 f5 h5 15 fxe6 
fxe6 16 Wdl h4 17 Ah5+ &d8 18 
Ag4 £k6 19 £sa4 Wb4 20 £iac5! e5 

21 Axc8 st?xc8 22 Wg4+ &b8 23 
£)d7+ 4a7 = Minic-Quinteros, Yu¬ 
goslavia 1973) Sg8 14 *hl Wb6 15 
Sael *f8 16 Be3 Sg7 17 Sff3 &g8 
18 Sg3 Af8 19 Sxg7+ Axg7 20 
5d3! ±Timman-Quinteros, Amster¬ 
dam 1973. 

c) ll..Jtg7 (the bishop is usually 
not well placed on g7 unless Black 


can force through a quick ...f5) 12 
0-0 £ic6 13 Sf3 (13 *hl 0-0 14 Sf3 
£5! 15exf5exf5 16 Safi £>e7! 17<£d5 
4)xd5 18 Wxd5 Ae6 % Gheorghiu- 
Quinteros, Teesside 1975; White de¬ 
layed f5 too long) and now: 

cl) 13..JLd7 14 f5 (14 Sg3 Ah6 

15 Sh3 Ag7 16 i.h5 0-0 17 Sdl d5 

18 exd5 exd5 19 Sg3 &h8 20 Wf2 
±fS 21 £sxd5 Wxa2 22 £le3 « 
Strode-Hiinerfauth, corr 1984; 14 
*hl 0-0 15 Sdl Bac8 16 Sg3 &h8 

17 Sh3 Wb4 18 We3! £se7 19 a3! 
Wxa3 20 Wb6 « Mariasin-Rashkov- 
sky, Beltsy 1979) and now: 

ell) 14...Sc8 15 Sg3 Sg8 16 Sfl 
&e7 17 &hl Wb4 18 &h5 Scf8 19 
Sd3 Sd8 20 fxe6 fxe6 21 Sg3 Sdf8 
22 Sdl f5 23 a3 Axc3 24 Bxc3 
Wxe4 25 Se3 +- Minic-BuljovCic, 
Yugoslavia 1966. 

cl2) 14„.&e5 15 Sg3 Affi 16fxe6 
fxe6 17 Ah5+ £>g6 18 Sbl Sc8 19 
Wd4 Ae7 20 Sfl Sf8 21 h4 a5 22 
Wb6 a4 23 Sxg6 hxg6 24 Axg6+ 
Sf7 25 £)b5 i.xb5 26 Wxb5+ *f8 
27 Wh5 +- Slobodan-Nakic, corr 
1980. 

cl3) 14...h5 15 fxe6 Axe6?! 16 
<5)d5 Axd5 17 Wxd5 h4 18 Sdl 
4)e5, Kuusava-Haavisto, corr 1990, 

19 Sf2 ±. 

c2) 13...0-0 14 f5 £te7 (14...h6 15 
Safi &h7 16 Sh3 £ie7 17 Ad3 exf5 

18 <2)d5 ± Balashov-Schaufelberger, 
Riga 1967, or 14...£ie5 15 Sg3 4?h8 

16 Sfl Sg8 17 Sh3 Af8 18 Sf4 and 
h7 comes under heavy pressure) 15 
Safi &h8 16 Sh3 £)g8 17 Ad3 h6 
18 Sf4 Sd8 19 Sg4 d5 20 Shg3 +- 
Matulovic-Gavrilaikis, 5 tip 1976. 

12 0-0 Ad7 (D) 

12...Ag7 transposes to line c just 
above. 
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13 4?hl 

Various other moves have been 
tried: 

1) 13 f5 and now: 

la) 13...h5 (although this line in¬ 
volves the move ...h5, it does not 
normally arise from the move-order 
with 1 l...h5, so we did not consider 
it in the note to Black’s 11th move) 
14 fxe6 fxe6 15 2xf6 (15 2f3 0-0-0 
16 2bl £.h6 17 #el 2dg8 18 «f2 
2g5 T Suradiradja-Palatnik, Plovdiv 
1977) 0-0-0 16 2dl Ag7 17 Sf3 Ae5 
18 <&hl h4 19 We3 2df8 + J.L.Roos- 
Ribli, Baden-Baden 1981. 

lb) 13...£*5 14 fxe6 (14 Wd4 can 
be met by 14...jLg7 or 14..JLe7) 
fxe6 15 i.h5+ (15 2xf6 0-0-0) &d8 
16 2abl (16 £te2 preparing to attack 
the weak spot at e6 is more danger¬ 
ous, e.g. 16...2c8 17 £}f4 2c4 18 
Wf2 ±e7 19 SM4 <4?c8 20 Ae2 ± 
Suradiradja-Minid, Plovdiv 1977) 
2c8 17 £>e2 ±el 18 £>f4 4>c7 19 
Ae2 (19 *hd4 <&b8 20 ^dxe6 #c3 
and the tempo Black has gained over 
Suradiradja-Minic enables him to 
equalise) 4>b8 20 £>d4 (20 £>a5 b5 
21 £>b3 Ad8 22 <&hl Ab6 23 £>h5 
2c7 24 £>xf6 Ac8 25 £>g4 £>c4 26 
Axc4 2xc4 27 £>f6 »b4 T Tal-Por- 
tisch, Varese Ct (2) 1976) £>c4 21 


J&.xc4 2xc4 22 £>fxe6 Shc8 23 2b3 
®a4 24 2fbl b5 ? Hohm-Schubert, 
corr 1987. 

2) 13 £>bl #b4 (13.J»a4!? 14 
c4 ktl 15 &hl 2c8 16 ^c3 #a3 17 
2adl £>a5! 18 e5?! £ixc4 19 Axc4 
2xc4 20 £>bl Wb4 21 exd6 Ad8 is 
slightly better for Black, Kuprei- 
chik-Palatnik, Daugavpils 1974) 14 
We3 (14 Wb6+ extracts the 
queen) £>e7 15 a3 (15 c4?! f5! 16 a3 
Wa4 17 ^c3 Wc6 18 2adl Ag7 19 c5 
fxe4! + Matulovid-Marjanovid, Yu¬ 
goslavia 1978) Wa4 16 f5 2c8 17 
]Ld3 e5?! (Mini6 gives 17...Wc6 18 
£>ld2 2g8, while 17...d5 is sug¬ 
gested by Shamkovich) 18 £>ld2 d5 
19 exd5 £>xd5 20 Wg3, Matulovic- 
Lederman, Le Havre 1977, and now 
20...^.h6 is unclear. 

3) 13 .SLh5 £g7 (note that if the 
moves &hl and ...2c8 occur, then 
there will be a transposition into the 
main line) and now: 

3a) 14 f5 0-0 15 2f3 (15 £>e2 
Wb4 16 2adl Wxe4 17 £>g3 Wb4 18 
Wxd6 2fd8 19 #xb4 £>xb4 20 &c5 
3ic6 21 fxe6 fxe6 22 £>xe6 Sxdl 23 
2xdl £}xa2 24 £>f5 Af8 « Tringov- 
Ribli, Malta OL 1980) £te7 (the saf¬ 
est line may be 15...£>a5 16 £>xa5 
#xa5 17 «xd6 Ac6 18 2g3 *h8 
19 Sfl We5 20 #xe5 with an equal 
position, Matulovic-Tringov, Kragu- 
jevac 1974) and now: 

3al) 16 2afl 2ac8 17 £>bl (17 
&hl exf5 18 exf5 d5 19 2el <&h8 20 
h3 #b4 21 SM4 2c4 22 2d3 £M5 23 
2bl Wc5 24 2xb7? 2xd4! 25 2xd4 
£>g3+ 26 4>gl f5! 0-1 Kir.Georgiev- 
Ribli, Baile Herculane 1982) Wxa2 
18 #xd6 £>c6? (18...Ab5!) 19 &c5 
£>e5 20 £ixd7 £>xf3+ 21 &xf3 ± 
Bernal Caamano-Gibney, corr 1990. 
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3a2) 16 Sdl Had8 17 £sbl! (17 
Sd3 i.c8! 18Sxd6 {18 Sd4 d5! 19 
cxd5 e5 20 Sc4 #d6 + Beliavsky- 
Mukhim, USSR 1975} 2xd6 19 
#xd6 #xd6 20 Sxd6 exf5 214ld5 = 
Schuler-Dahl, corr 1980) #xa2 18 
#xd6 £ic6 19 £ic3 #xc2 20 £ial! 
#b2 21 Sbl! 1-0 Fiorito-Groiss, 
corr 1983. 

3b) 14 2f3 0-0 (if White plays 
4?hl during the next few moves, a 
transposition to the main line is 
likely) and now: 

3bl) 15SdlSad8(15...£ia5 16 
#xd6 #xd6 17 2xd6 £lxb3 18 
2xd7 he5 19 2c7 2ac8 20 £xf7+ 
&h8 21 2e7 ± Smith-Kunzelmann, 
corr) 16 2g3 i.c8 (16...&h8 17 lfe2 
£e8 18 #g4 2g8 19 #h4 the 1 20 
2h3 h6 21 g4 hgb 22 iLxg6 fxg6 23 
e5 2f8 24 exf6 2xf6 25 £ie4 ± 
Pauly-Hauptmann, corr 1982) 17 #e2 
f5 18 exf5 exf5 19 hd5 <&h8 20 #12 
#b2 21 2d2 #bl+ 22 2dl « Mark- 
land-Kauranen, corr 1982. 

3b2) 15 2afl £ia5 16 2h3 (16 
2g3? £ixb3 and 17...#c5+; 16 &hl 
is line 3b3 below) £)xb3 17 axb3 
2ac8 18 *hl f5! 19 exf5 #b4 20 f6 
£xf6 21 f5 exf5! (21„.2xc3? 22 
Eg3+ *h8?? (22...i.g7 23 2xg7+ 
=} 23 #h6! 1-0 {23...2xg3 24 £g6!! 
leads to mate} Tal-Platonov, Dubna 
1973) 22 2f4 &xc3 23 #e3 #a5 24 
#g3+ Jig! 0-1 Schwieger-Kunsel- 
mann. East Germany 1978. 

3b3) 15 &hl £ia5 (15...Sc8 is 
the main line) and now: 

3b31) 16 Sdl <&xb3 17 cxb3 
#a5 18 Sh3 &c6 19 &g4 Sfd8 20 
f5 e5 21 fid3 = Sanmarti-Vercaute- 
ren, corr 1985. 

3b32) 16 f5 £lxb3 17 cxb3 Ead8 
18 Safi &c6 19 Sg3 &h8 20 fxe6 


fxe6 21 iLg4 itd7 22 the2 f5 23 exf5 
exf5 24 ±f3 b5 = 25 £tf4 ±e5?? 26 
hg6+ 1-0 Weber-Hallier, corr 1977. 

3b33) 16 Safi £ixb3 17 axb3 
#c5 18 f5 &c6 19 Sg3 *h8 20 Sh3 
#e5 21 fxe6 fxe6 22 &g6 #g5 23 
Sxh7+ &g8 —+ Lodge-Kwiatkow- 
ski, corr 1979. 

4) 13 Sf3 (D) (one of White’s 
more promising ideas in this line; the 
rook is ready to participate in a pos¬ 
sible kingside attack, but is also lined 
up with Black’s queen) and now: 



4a) 13..Jte7 14 < £’hl h5 (the com¬ 
bination of ...h5 and ...jLe7 looks 
odd, but works well in this game) 15 
£bl (15 Sdl!?) #b4 16#e3 Ad8! 
(the lack of pressure on d6 permits 
Black to extract his queen) 17 c3 
#b6 18 #d2 £el 19 c4 h4 20 hc3 
h3 21 g3 £)a5 22 £idl <&xb3 23 
Sxb3 #c5 T Kasparov-Magerra- 
mov, USSR 1982. 

4b) 13....&g7 transposes to line 
cl in the note to Black’s 11th move. 

4c) 13...£>a5 14 £sd5! exd5 (not 
14...£ixb3 15 £ixf6+ &e7 16Sxb3 
+-) 15 £sxa5 #c5+ 16 <*hl dxe4 17 
£ixb7 #c7 18 Sb3 £e6 19 c4 f5 20 
Sabi jLe7 21 #d4 ± Mariasin-Sa- 
von, Minsk 1980. 
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4d) 13...Bc8 14 ^hl and now: 

4dl) 14..JLg7 15 Bg3 (this line 
is very similar to cl in the note to 
Black’s 11th move) 0-0 16 Sdl 2fd8 
(16...*h8 17 2h3 f5 18 exf5 exf5 19 
thd5 #xa2 20 £>b6 &e 6 21 £>xc8 
Bxc8 22 Ah5 a5 23 Wd3 a4 24 kxfl 
iLxf7 25 #xf5 « Gaida-Wisniewski, 
corr 1992) 17 &h5! £>e7 18 f5 (com¬ 
pare this with line 3b above) sbfS 
(18...exf5 19 *hd5 £>g6 20 exf5 
A.xf5 21 £>d4 #xa2 22 £>xf5 Bxc2 
23 We3 +- Zyrianov-Shvidun, corr 
1990) 19 thd4 #c5 20 &xf7! exf5 
21 ±b3 fxe4 22 £>xe4 We5 23 Bel! 
h6 24 £}c3 1-0, Barczay-Cserna, 
Balatonbereny 1980. 

4d2) 14...£ie7 15 Bdl Wb4 16 
e5! d5 17 a3! #b6 18 £>e4 £>g8 19 
Bg3 (19 £>xf6+ £>xf6 20 exf6 £xa3 

21 f5 ±) jfc.e7, Sakharov-Zilberman, 
USSR 1979, and now 20 c4 was ±. 

4d3) 14...h5 15 Bdl h4 16 e5! 
fxe5 17 &e4 «b4 18 £>f6+ *d8 19 
c3 Wb6 20 Bd3 Ae7 21 Bxd6 Axf6 

22 Bxe6 Bc7 23 Bxf6 +- Kasparov- 
Magerramov, USSR 1982. 

4e) 13...h5. This is perhaps the 
critical test of 13 Bf3. It transposes 
to line 3c in the note to Black’s 11th 
move. 

5) 13 We3 (White prepares £>bl 
by cutting out Black’s retreat to b6 in 
advance) Bc8 14 £ibl Wa4 15 *hc3 
(15 c4 £>a5 16 #c3 £>xc4 17 Wxf6 
Bg8 18 Ah5 Bg7 19 £>c3 Wc6 20 f5 
#b6+ 21 *hl exf5 22 exf5 £>e5 « 
Gazivoda-Bogi6, corr 1992) Wa3 16 
Bfdl £>a5?! (White still had no 
threat, so 16...h5 was possible) 17 
thbl Wb22 (Black might have sur¬ 
vived by 17..,#a4 or 17...Wb4, the 
latter move being based on the tacti¬ 
cal point 18 a3 £>c4! 19 #d4 Wb6 20 


Axc4 ®xd4+ 21 Bxd4 e5) 18 *hxa5 ! 
Wxal 19 ®b3 b5 20 c3 b4 21 cxb4 
Ab5 22 Ah5 &e7 23 e5! fxe5 24 f5! 
d5 25 fxe6 Ah6 26 #xd5 Bcd8 27 
«b7+ *f6 28 ®xf7+ <£>g5 29 *hd2 
®d4+ (too late to do any good) 30 
&hl e4 31 g3! 1-0 Sampouw-Ribli, 
Indonesia 1982. 

13 ... Bc8 

13...Ae7 14 thbl Wb4 15 We3 

Ad8 16 £>ld2 Wb6 17 #g3 Ae7 18 
Wg7 Bf8 19 #xh7 0-0-0 and Black 
was at least equal in Maninang-Li, 
Philippines 1977. However, the ma¬ 
noeuvre ...Ad8 and ...Wb6 works 
only if there is insufficient pressure 
against d6, so 14 Bdl was better. 

14 Ah5 

Or: 

1) 14 f5 £}e5 15 fxe6 fxe6 16 
Ah5+ &d8 (compared to Tal-Por- 
tisch in the note to White’s 13th, the 
move ^hl is not very useful) 17 
£>e2 (17 Sxf6 W b4! 18 #g5 &c7 +) 
&c7! 18 fof4 (18 Babl &b8 19 £a5 
b5 20 Bb3 #a4 21 Bxf6 Ae7 T Gel- 
ler) &b8 ? Ligterink-Geller, Wijk 
aan Zee 1977. 

2) 14 thdl Ag7 (14...»a4 15 
Ad3 £>d4 16 £}e3 £>xb3 17 axb3 
#d4 18 c4 Ae7 19 Badl h5 20 b4 h4 
<* Lengyel-Horvath, Hungary 1982, 
but 14...h5 may be the simplest, 
transposing to line 3a4 in the note to 
Black’s 11th move) 15 the 3 Wb4 
16 c3 Wxe4 17 Af3 Wa4 18 #xd6 
Af8 19 Wd2 Ae7 20 Ah5 leading 
to an unclear position, Windheuser- 
Even, corr 1983. 

3) 14 Bf3 transposes to line 4d in 
the note to White’s 13th move. 

14 ... Ag7 

15 BO 0-0 (D) 

and now: 
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1) 16 e5 fxe5 17 f5 exf5 18 £id5 
Hcd8 19 £>f6+ &h8 20 #g5 h6 21 
Wh4 Wb4 22 c4 £e6 23 Bel d5 24 
g4 Wei 25 g5 hxg5 26 Wh3 £h6 27 
Bxf5 Wxf6 0-1 Gutierrez-Vera, Ha¬ 
vana 1978. 

2) 16 Safi £>a5 17 Sh3 £>xb3 18 
cxb3 Wc5 19 Bff3 f5 20 Sfg3 <&h8 
¥ Sher-Yuferov, USSR 1981, but 17 
Sg3 looks better. 

3) 16 Bel £>a5 17 f5 £>xb3 18 
axb3 Wa5 19 Bd3 exf5 20 Bxd6 jLe6 
21 £>d5 Wxd2 22 £>e7+ &h8 23 
Bxd2 = Liberzon-Ribli, Buenos Ai¬ 
res OL 1978. 

4) 16 Bdl and now: 

4a) 16...£>a5 17 ®xd6 (17 £id4 
£k4? { 17 ...Bc 5!) 18 Wei Wc5 19 
Wh4 h6 20 Bg3 1-0 Martin-Barbon, 
corr 1980) Wxd6 18 Exd6 £>xb3 19 
Bxd7 £>c5 20 Be7 ±. 

4b) 16...f5 17 exf5 exf5 18 £>d5 
Ae6? (18...Wxa2! <» - Am.Rodri- 
guez) 19 £>d4 ®xa2 20 £>xc6 bxc6 
21 £ie7+ <S?h8 22 £>xc8 Bxc8 23 
Wxd6 Wxc2 24 Bfd3 ± Am.Ro- 
driguez-Vera, Havana 1978. 

B) 

9 ... £>c6 (D) 

This perfectly natural move at¬ 
tempts to delay ...®a3 and thereby 



retain the possibility of saving a 
tempo by missing it out altogether. 
Failing this. Black at least hopes to 
restrict White’s options. However, 
the defect is that White has a con¬ 
tinuation that leads almost by force 
to a slightly better ending. While this 
ending might very well be a draw, it 
is probably not what Black was aim¬ 
ing for when he adopted the Poi¬ 
soned Pawn. 

10 £.xf6 

The alternative is 10 Ad3 (10 Bbl 
Wa.3 cannot be critical since one 
would hardly contemplate 10 Bbl in 
line A; 10 a3? loses to 10...£ia5) and 
now: 

1) 10...d5 and now: 

la) 11 Bbl? Wxc3 + is not hard 
to see, although it has been played 
several times. 

lb) 11 £xf6 gxf6 12 £>a4 (12 
£>dl Wz3 13 exd5 &b4 14 ±e4 {14 
£>e3 °o; 14 dxe6? £>xd3+ 15 Wxd3 
Wb4+ 16 c3 #xf4 17 exf7+ <&xf7 + 
Kotkov-Ruchkin, Sochi 1958) £>xd5 
15 0-0 £c5+ 16 *hl Wb4 17 We2 
$3c3 18 £>xc3 Wxc3 19 Bf3 Wb4 20 
Bdl ± Haatanen-Gunter, corr 1983) 
®a3 13 £lb6 and now: 

lbl) 13...£>d4? 14 Bbl Wxa2 15 
c3 wins a piece. 
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lb2) 13...Sb8 14 exd5 <£a5 (or 
14...£id4 15 Sbl Wb4 16 <&xc8! 
2xc8 17 c3 £lxb3 18 Hxb3 Wei 19 
dxe6 fxe6 20 We2 2c6 21 Wh5+ 
4^8 22 4e2 ± Cella-Rinaldi, corr 
1983) 15 4e2!? (15 2bl Wb4 16 
£)xc8 2xc8 17 c3 2xc3 18 £)xa5 
Wxa5 19 4e2 i.b4? {19...2a3} 20 
2xb4! 21 2c 1 +- Renet- 

Mrdja, Geneva 1988) £)xb3 16 cxb3 
exd5, Blaszczyk-Turlej, corr 1992, 
17 £>xd5 Wd6 18 We3+ 4d8 19 Wf3 
&e6 20 2hdl ±. 

Ib3) 13...d4 14 0-0 2b8 with a fi¬ 
nal branch: 

lb31) 15 e5 f5!? (15...Wb4) 16 
We2 Wei 17 c3 dxc3 18 £xf5! Wcl 
19 £)xc8 2xc8 20 ie4 ic5+ 21 
4hl <5)d4 22 £\xd4 £xd4 « Kele- 
£evic-Barczay, Sarajevo 1968. 

Ib32) 15 f5 #134 and none of the 
available liquidations offers White 
any chance of an advantage, for ex¬ 
ample 16 £lxc8 Wxd2 17 £)xd2 
2xc8 18 fxe6 fxe6 19 2xf6 Jlg7 20 
2ffl G3e5 21 2fbl ih6 ¥ Winter- 
stein-Novikov, Bern 1993, 16 #xb4 
jLxb4 17 5lxc8 2xc8 18 fxe6 fxe6 
19 2xf6 4e7 20 2afl £>e5 21 4hl 
ilc3 = Venni-Alagna, corr 1990 or 
16 fxe6?! fxe6 17 #xb4 ixb4 18 
2xf6 JLel 19 2h6 Ag5 20 2h5 h6 
with an equal position, Class-Mudel- 
see, corr 1983. 

Ib33) 15 Wt2 Wb4 16 £)xc8 
2xc8 17 a3 Wb6 18 Wh4 Wd& 19 
#h5 2c7 20 4^d2 h6 21 e5 f5 22 h3 
2g8 23 4h2 03el ¥ Kuczynski- 
Schutt, corr 1990. 

Ib34) 15 We2 Wb4 16 £sxc8 
2xc8 17£ld2i.h6? 18 Sabi fW 19 
Wh5 ±gl 20 2f3 h6 21 2g3 if8 22 
e5 f5 23 £ic4 ± Pereira-Gerold, con- 
1984. 


Ib35) 15 £>c4 Wb4 16 We2 b5 

17 a3 (preventing the queen re¬ 
treating to d6; after 17 4lcd2 h5, 
there is 18 2f3 h4 19 2h3 e5 20 f5 
ih6 21 £sf3_£.e3+ 22 4hl id7 23 
2xh4 4e7 ¥ Fiorito-Raymaekers, 
con 1985 or 18 a3 #d6 19 Wf2 Wcl 
20 4hl e5 21 f5 ib7 22 Wh4 ie7 
23 g4 4d7 24 gxh5 Sh6 25 Sgl 
Sbh8 0-1 Abraham-Gerold, con 
1981)lfe718<S)cd2h5(18...ig7 19 
Wh5 «) 19 a4 bxa4 20 Sxa4 £>b4 21 
Sa5 Wcl 22 ic4 (22 Hxh5 Hxh5 23 
®xh5 £>xd3 24 cxd3 Wc2 25 Wdl 
Wxd3 ¥) h4 23 Sh5 Sxh5 24 Wxh5 
$3xc2 25 Scl Wb6 ¥ Renet-FtaCnik, 
Lyon 1988. 

lc) 11 £>a4 (White tries to reach 
the same type of position as in lb, 
but without exchanging on f6) Wa3 
12 £>b6 d4 (after 12...2b8 White 
would have to exchange on f6, but 
this is a some sort of victory, as 
Black can no longer play his most 
dangerous line) 13 0-0 2b8 14 £)c4 
Wb4 15 We2 b5 16 &e5 (this is the 
point; in line lb this square was un¬ 
available and the knight had to re¬ 
treat) Wd6V. (16...i.b7) 17 £>xf7 
&xf7 18 e5 ftt5 19 exf6 gxf6 20 
ie4 #d6 21 #h5+ *e7 22 £xc6 
«xc6 23 £xf6+ *xf6 24 «fe5+ *g6 
25 2f3! +- Wibe-Govbinder, corr 
1985. 

2) 10..Mb3 11 0-0 (D) and now: 

2a) ll...ie7 (lines with ..JLd7 
are considered under 2b) 122ael (12 
2f3 h6 13 ±xf6 i.xf6 14 e5 dxe5 15 
f5 £g5 16 Wf2 exf5 17 ±xfS JLxfS 

18 2xf5 0-0 + Rizzitano-Pelts, Chi¬ 
cago 1989) h6 (12...0-0? 13 e5 dxe5 
14 fxe5 wins after 14...£id7 15 jLf6! 
Axf616 exf6 £}ce5 17 2e3 £>xf6 18 
2xe5 1-0 Korsunsky-Sher, USSR 
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1979, or 14...£\d5 15 Af6! 2d8 16 
£>e4 Axf6 17 exf6 Wf818 fxg7 Wxg7 
19 Bf3 +- Arbakov-Joffe, Moscow 
v Leningrad 1967; 12...jLd7 is line 
2b2 below) 13 Ah4 Wb4 (13...0-0 is 
better) 14 jk.f2 (threatening 15 a3; 14 
*hl £d7 15 a3 Wb6 16 e5 dxe5 17 
fxe5 £>d5 18 £xe7 £>dxe7 19 »f4 
0-0 20 £>e4 £>g6 21 £tf6+ gxf6 22 
Axg6 fxg6 23 Wxh6 £>xe5 24 2xe5 
V 2 -V 2 Pioch-Govbinder, corr 1974) 
£)a5 15 a3 £>xb3 16 cxb3 #a5 17 b4 
#d8 18 e5 dxe5 19 fxe5 £)d5 (after 
19...£)g4 20 Ag3 the g4-knight is in 
trouble) 20 £\e4 0-0 (20...b6 21 kbl 
a5 22 Ah4! and now 22..JLxh4 23 
£>d6+ &d7 24 Bxf7+ iLe7 25 Bel 
threatening #xd5 gives White a de¬ 
cisive attack, so Nilsson-Lind, corr 
1985 continued 22...g5 23 Ag3 axb4 
24 £>d6+ &xd6 25 exd6 0-0 26 axb4 
2a3 27 Be5 f6 28 Sxd5! ±) 21 Abl 
±d7 22 Wc2 2c8 23 £c5 g6 and 
White certainly has enough for the 
pawn, but it is not clear whether he 
holds the advantage, Beliavsky-Pin¬ 
ter, Lucerne OL 1982. 

2b) ll....&d7 and now: 

2bl) 12 .&xf6 gxf6 with a final 
branch: 

2bl 1) 13 £>bl ®a4 (13...«b4 14 
#e3 &e7 15 £\ld2 d5 16 c4 Jigl 17 


cxd5 exd5 18 exd5 ± Abreu-Rodas 
Martini, Lucerne OL 1982) 14 c4 
®b4 15 £>c3 £ia5 16 Babl Sb8?! 
(16...£>xb3 17 2xb3 Wc5+ 18 &hl 
Jic6 19 &d5! ±) 17 &hl Jle7 18 f5 
2g8 was Mesing-Hulak, Yugosla¬ 
via 1977, and now 19 e5! fxe5 20 
fxe6 JLxe6 21 4)d4 gives White a 
slight advantage. 

2bl2) 13 2abl (the combination 
of £tt)3 and 2b 1 always appears 
odd) 2c8 14 We3 £)b4 (provocative; 
14..JLe7 ®) 15 £\d5 exd5 16 exd5+ 
&d8 17 Wb6+ Bc7 18 £>a5 £>xd5 19 
£>xb7+ &e8 20 2fel+ Ae7 21 #d4 
i.c6 22 £>xd6+ &d7 23 £>c4 £c5 
24 .&f5+ 1-0 E.Agdestein-Bjerke, 
Gausdal 1982. 

2bl3) 13 &hl £e7 14 £>d5!? 
exd5 15 exd5 £>a7 16 Bael *f8 17 
f5 h5 18 2e4 Be8 19 *hd4 Wxa2 20 
£>e6+ £xe6 21 £c4 #b2 22 fxe6 
£d8 23 2f5 ®al+ 24 £fl £)c8 ap¬ 
pears inadequate, although White 
did manage to scrape a draw in Ku- 
preichik-Mukhin, USSR 1972. 

2b2) 12 2ael Ae7 (12...0-0-0 13 
&h4 Ae7 14 Af2 £>g4 15 Ab6 «fb4 
16 £xd8 Axd8 17 &hl h5 = Sakh- 
arov-Dementiev, Rostock 1973) 13 
e5 dxe5 14 fxe5 £ki5 15 £>xd5 exd5 
16 »f2 Ae6 17 Acl ®a4 18 %3 
Wg4 19 ®e3 0-0 20 Bf3 Wh5 + 
Ilin£ic-Machulsky, Alma Ata 1989. 

3) 10...Ae7 11 0-0 will probably 
transpose to line 2a above. 

10 ... gxf6 (D) 

11 £\a4! 

Better than 11 &e2 and now: 

1) ll...d5 and now: 

la) 12 &a4 (12 exd5? Wxc3) 
#a3 13 £ft>6 and now: 

lal) 13...d4! 14 0-0 2b8 15 £>c4 
(15 f5?! Ac5! 16 £\c4 d3+ 17 *hl 
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dxe2 18 Wxe2 Wb4 19 c3 Wb5 is 
clearly better for Black, Velimirovic- 
Ribli, Pula 1971; 15 Sadi Wb4 16 
Wxb4 jLxb4 17 e5 fxe5 18 fxe5 &.c 3 
19 Sf4 4)xe5 ¥ Hausius-Strauss, corr 
1984) Wb4 16 Wdl b5! (16...Ag7 
17 Sf3 h5, Kupreichik-Peresypkin, 
USSR 1973, and now 18 c3! dxc3 19 
a3 Wei 20 $3d6+ *f8 21 Sxc3 ±) 17 
£>cd2 (17 a3 Wei 18 £>b2 A g 7 19 
Sf3 Wcl 20 &hl e5 21 c3 0-0 + 
Bolte-Welz, coit 1973) Ag7 18 Sf3 
e5 19 Wei exf4! 20 Sxf4 Wd6 21 
Sh4 0-0 + Nunn-Portisch, Toluca IZ 
1982. 

Ia2) 13,..Hb# 14 exd5(14^xc8? 
Sxc8 15 exd5 Ab4 16 c3 4)a5! -+ 
Henao-Marjanovic, Manila 1974) 
£>a5! 15 Sbl Wb4 16 Wxb4 £xb4+ 

17 Gm jLc3 18 Sfl exd5 19 £ixd5 
jLxd2+ 20 < &xd2 JLe6 = Westerinen- 
Szekely, Budapest 1976. 

lb) 12 £idl Wa3 13 exd5 exd5 
(13...£ia5 14 0-0 £b4 15 Wd3 id7 
16 £>e3 Sc8 17 We4 ± Oppici-Rolle, 
corr 1991; 13...£>b4 14 c4 exd5 15 
0-0 dxc4 16 jLxc 4 ±el 17 Bel £ic6 

18 £le3 0-0 19 Wd5 Wd6 20 Wh5 « 
Sellberg-Holst, corr 1976) 14 0-0 
(14 Wxd5?! JLe6 is good for Black) 
d4 (14...f5 15 5)c3 Jig! 16 £>xd5 
0-0 17 Sadi £e6 18 c4 Bad8 19 


Sf3, Kupreichik-Georgadze, USSR 
1983, and now Georgadze suggests 
19...b5 20 Bg3 4*h8 as unclear) and 
now: 

lbl) 15 Bel?! £e7 16 Ac4 0-0 

17 c3 Sd8 18 £>f2 b5 19 &d3 f5 
gives Black an edge, Ljubojevid- 
Minic, Rovinj-Zagreb 1975. 

Ib2) 15 Af3i.d7 (15...Wb4 16 
We2+ Ae7 17 Bel i.e6 18 £>b2 Wb6 

19 £>d3 f5 20 Sabi Wal = Smal- 
Turlej, corr 1992) 16 Sel-i- £.el 17 
4)xd4 Wd6 18 c3 0-0 19 £>f2 £ixd4 

20 cxd4 f5 21 Sabi £.f6 22 Sxb7 
Sab8 23 Sxb8 Sxb8 24 Sdl £a4 ¥ 
Torre-Browne, Manila 1976. 

Ib3) 15 £c4 JLe7 16 f5 &d7 17 
*hl Wd6 18 £>b2 Sg8 19 Sf4 Bg5 
20 Safi Wb4 21 Wxb4 &xb4 22 
■&d5 = Krebs-Hallier, corr 1983. 

2) 11..JT5 with the branch: 

2a) 12 0-0ig7 13 GdaA Wa3 14 
£lb6 Sb8 15 c3 (15 £fc4 Wb4 16 
£)xd6+ &el 17 Wxb4 £>xb4 18 e5 
f6! ¥) £>a5 16 £>xa5 Wc5+ 17 *hl 
ixc3 18 Wcl ixa5 19 £)c4 fxe4 ¥ 
Planinc-Hulak, Banja Luka 1976. 

2b) 12 £>a4 Wa3 (12...Wg7? 13 
£)b6 Sb8 14 exf5 Wxg2 15 0-0-0 ±) 
13 &b6 Sb8 14 £>c4 Wa4 15 exf5 
(15 £lxd6+ i.xd616 Wxd6 Wb4+ ¥) 
d5 16 fxe6 (16(£se5 exf5 17 0-0 JLg7 

18 Wxd5 JLe 6 and 16 <&b6 Wb4 17 
^xc8 Wxd2+ 18 < &’xd2 Sxc8 19 
fxe6 fxe6 are fine for Black) ilxe6 
17 S)e5 £lxe5 18 fxe5 Wh4+ 19 g3 
Wh6 is at least equal for Black. 

2c) 12SblWa313exf5(13£sd4 
Wc5 14 4)xc6 Wxc6 15 exf5 Jigl 16 
Sb3 0-0 17 0-0 exf5 + Sellberg- 
Holst, corr 1978) Jig! 14 5)e4 (14 
fxe6 ixe6 15 Af3 Wb4 16 5)e4 
d5! 17 c3 We7 + Kir.Georgiev-Vera, 
Groningen 1977; 140-0Wb4 15 Sf3 
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£}d4 16 2d3 £sxf5 ?) d5 15 f6 Af8 

16 £>f2 (16 £)g5 h6 17 £tf3 Ad6 18 
c3 £d7 19 0-0 0-0-0 20 £)fd4 h5 ? 
Gooch-Baron, corr 1991) .&d7 17 
0-0 0-0-0 18 c3 h5 19 £ld4 ±c5 20 
2fcl &b8 21 &hl 4?a8 and Black is 
at least equal, Balashov-Hulak, Tol¬ 
uca IZ 1982. 

2d) 12 exf5 JLg7 and now: 

2dl) 13 £ia4 #a3 14 43b6 Sb8 

15 £ic4 (15 c3 £)a5 16 2bl £>xb3 17 
Sxb3 #c5 ¥) #64 16 £xd6+ &e7 

17 4!)xc8+ Sbxc8 18 #xb4 &xb4 ?. 
2d2) 13 f6 Axffi 14 £\e4 £g7 15 

#xd6 (15 £lxd6+ &e7 16 £ixc8+ 
Haxc8 17 0-0 £k!4 18 JLd3 #c3 with 
an edge for Black) and now Vese¬ 
lovsky and Pimonov continue with 

15.. .#xc2 16 Af3 Axal 17 £sxal 
#bl+ 18 &e2 #b2+ 19 <&e3 £le7 
and Black wins. 

11 ... #a3 

12 £lb6 Sb8 

13 £)c4 #a4 

13...#b4 14c3#a4 15 0-0-0 &d8? 

16 £>c5! +- Rennemo-Brusila, corr 
1980. However, 15...j&.e7 is much 
better, with an unclear position, so 
White should probably play 15 Ae2 
or 15 *f2, when the extra move c3 is 
quite helpful for White. 

14 a3 

Or: 

1) 14 0-0-0?! d5! (14...1d7 15 
*bld5 16c3!£le5! 17fxe5dxc4? 
Petrushin-Ubilava, USSR 1979, but 
15 £sc5 #xa2 16 £ixd6+ £.xd6 17 
#xd6 #a3+ 18 *bl #b4+ {and not 

18.. .Bd8? 19<&xb7!} 19*cl#a3+ 
is a draw) 15 exd5 exd5 16 £lb6 (16 
#xd5 Ae6 17 #e4 #xa2 18 f5 
Ah6+ 19 £lcd2 2c8!! 20 fxe6 £ia5 
21 exf7+ *f8 22 #b4+ &xf7 -+), 
Albas-Sindik, Greece 1975, and now 


16...#xa2 17 2el+ (17 #e3+ Ae6 
18 f5 d4! +)JLe6 18 &xd5 (18 #xd5 
&a3+ 19 *dl Sd8 -+) &a3+ 19 
*dl Hd8 -+. 

2) 14 Jie2 and now: 

2a) 14...b5 15 £)xd6+ (15 £ie3 
Ab7 ?) £xd6 16 #xd6 #b4+ 17 
#xb4 £)xb4 18 £>d4! (18 Ad3 e5 19 
0-0 &e7 = Hass-Martinez, corr 1979) 
i.b7 19 a3 £ic6 20 £>b3, Allosa- 
D.Hemandez, corr 1993,20... < 2?e7 =. 

2b) 14...i.e7 15 0-0 (15 £>xd6+ 
i.xd6 16 #xd6 #xe4 +) 0-0 16 Hf3 
*h8 17 Bh3 d5 18 f5 2g8 19 exd5 
exd5 20 #xd5 ^64 21 2xh7+! 
&xh7 22 #xf7+ Bg7 23 #h5+ &g8 
24 33b6! +- Baiocchi-Palmiotto, 
corr 1974. 

2c) 14...d5 15 exd5 exd5 16 £>b6 
#b4 17 £>xd5 #xd2+ 18 *xd2 (18 
&xd2 5^b4! ?) Ag7 19 <£>e3 0-0 20 
c4 a5 21 a4 (Rodriguez suggests 21 
Ad3 a4 22 £>d2, to which Shamko- 
vich replies with 22...f5! =) 2e8+ 22 
$f2 Af5 = Rodriguez-Marjanovi6, 
Vrnjafcka Banja 1977. 

3) 14 ^f2 and now: 

3a) 14...15? 15 a3! (threatening 
16 £ib6 #xe4 17 Ad3 or 17 Eel) 
&g7 16 e5 b5 17 £>xd6+ <£>f8 18 g3! 
b4 19 Ag2 +- Timman-F.Olafsson, 
Reykjavik 1976. 

3b) 14...&e7!? (probably the best 
move) 15 a3 b5 16 £>xd6+ d?f8 ¥ 
Brat-Marcinkiewicz, corr 1981. 

3c) 14...b5 15 £ixd6+ $Lxd6 16 
Wxd6 &b7 17 Ad3 2d8 18 «c5 
£>b4 19 Shdl £>xd3+ 20 cxd3 2c8 
21 #d6 2d8 22 Wc7 £.a8 23 #c3 ± 
Popescu-Butze, corr 1983. 

3d) 14...e5 15 £d3 £e6 (15...exf4 
16 ®xf4 £ie5 17 £>b6 Wc6 18 £>d5 
^g4+ 19 &e2 i.h6 20 Wf 1 ^.g7 <* is 
more ambitious but also more risky, 
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J.Fernandez-Nunn, Budapest 1978) 
16 £>b6 #b4 17 Wxb4 £>xb4 18 f5 
Ad7 19 a3 £ixd3 20 cxd3 &c6 = 
Ligterink-Barczay, Wijk aan Zee 
1977. 


14 

• •• 

b5 

15 

4lxd6+ 

i.xd6 

16 

#xd6 

®xe4+ 

17 

i.e2 

Wd5 

18 

Wxd5 

exd5 

19 

0 - 0-0 

jlc6 


Or 19...^e7 20 £.f3 Sb6 (20...&e6 
transposes to the main line) 21 jLxd5 
4)xd5 22 Sxd5 Ae6 23 Sd2 0-0 24 
Shdl <&g7 25 Sd6 Sfb8 26 Sld4 
&g6 27 <&d2 a5 28 £>xa5 Sxd6 29 
Sxd6 Sa8 30 £lc6 Sxa3 31 £ie7+ 
&g7 32 f5 Ac4 33 £>d5 b4 34 £>xf6 
b3 35 £>h5+ *f8 36 f6 Sa8 37 cxb3 
-&xb3 is clearly better for White, 
Marletta-d’Adamo, corr 1984. 

20 £f3 £>e7 

20...b4 21 a4 £>e7 22 Shel Sc8 

23 £>d4 (23 &xd5 ±) <£>d7? (23...Sc7 
±) 24 f5! i.xf5 25 £>xf5 £>xf5 26 Jig4 
+- Burridge-Campbell, corr 1989. 

21 Shel (D) 



Perhaps the key position for the 
assessment of 9...£>c6. For the mo¬ 
ment White is a pawn down, but he 
has no trouble regaining it. Then 


White hopes to exploit Black’s weak 
kingside pawns and his more active 
rooks. On the other hand White’s 
queenside pawns are also weak and 
White has trouble winning the pawn 
back without allowing a general liq¬ 
uidation leading to a draw. There is 
no doubt that White has an edge, but 
in my view Black should be able to 
reach a draw without excessive diffi¬ 
culties. 

21 ... 0 - 0 ! 

Almost certainly the best defence. 
Alternatives: 

1) 21...5g8 22 £jd4 2b6 23 f5 
ix8 24 2d3 (24 &xd5 *f8 25 Af3 
&xf5 26 £ixb5 axb5 27 2d8+ &g7 
28 Sxg8+ <4xg8 29 2e8+ &g7 30 
2xc8 ±) <4d8 25 g4 Ab7 26 4>d2 
£>c8 27 £>b3 2d6 28 £>a5 A.a8 29 
a4 &cl 30 axb5 axb5 31 2bl &b6 
32 c4 £>a7 33 cxb5 2c8 34 £ib3 ± 
Lanc-Novikov, Camaguey 1987. 

2) 21...2c8 22 g4 f5 23 gxf5 i.xf5 
24 £>d4 $Le4 25 Axe4 dxe4 26 2xe4 
*f8 27 £>f3 £>c6 28 2d7 h6 29 £Hi4 
2d8 30 2c7 £*I4 31 2ee7 2h7 32 c3 
<£)c6 33 l 53g6+ 4>g8 34 2xc6 +— Ro- 
mensky-Gaisyniuk, corr 1989. 

22 g4! 

A better chance than 22 £>d4 (or 
22 £ic5 2b6 23 £id7 £.xd7 24 Sxe7 
i.e6 25 ±xd5 Axd5 26 2xd5 Hc8 
=) Sb6 23 g4 2e8 (23...f5 24 gxf5 
£)xf5 25 £>xf5 Axf5 26 2xd5 Ae6 
=) 24 f5 &d7 25 £ib3 2d6 26 <S3c5 
<418 = RMiiller-Gerold, corr 1981. 

22 ... f5 

23 gxf5 <&xf5 

and now: 

1) 24 £ic5 £se7! 25 f5 (25 £kI7 
£xd7 26 2xe7 i.e6 27 ±xd5 ±xd5 
28 2xd5 2fe8 =) £lxf5 (25...2bc8 
26 4}xe6 fxe6 27 2xe6 2xf5 28 Jig4 
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2f2 29 2d2 ±) 26 £.xd5 i.c8 (or 

26.. .2be8 27 4}xe6 fxe6 28 2xe6 
2xc6 29 i.xe6+ 4>g7 30 2d7+ 4>h8 
31 jLd5 with just a faint edge for 
White) 27 2e5 2b6 28 2f 1 £)g7 29 
2e7 £>e6 (29...£>f5 ®) 30 £>e4 £id8 

31 £>g5 2d6? (31...2g6 32 £>xf7 
&e6! =) 32 i.e4 2h6 33 2gl <4>h8 
34 £>xh7! £ic6 35 2c7 2d8 36 <S)g5 
<2)e5 37 2xf7 2e8 38 2c7 2xh2 39 
2c5 2f2 40 <S)f3 1-0 Nunn-Stohl, 
Bundesliga 1995. 

2) 24 £xd5 Sbe8 (24...Sb6? 25 
£>c5! £c8 26 £b3! ±; 24...i.c8? 25 
Sgl+ &h$ 26.fi.xf7 ± Hauszler-Apps, 
corr 1984) and now: 

2a) 25 jLxe6 2xe6 26 2xe6 fxe6 
27 £>c5 £>e3 28 £>xe6 2c8 29 Sgl+ 
(29 Sd8+ 2xd8 30 £>xd8 ^c4 =) 
*f7 30 £>g5+ <&f6 31 £>e4+ <£e6 = 

32 2g5 Sxc2+ 33 <£>bl 2c6 34 Se5+ 
<&d7 35 £ic5+ *d6 36 £>b7+ V 2 -V 2 
Adams-Gelfand, Wijk aan Zee Ct (3) 
1994. 

2b) 25 £b7!? (probably White’s 
best winning chance in this ending) 
&c8 (25...2b8 26 £>c5! ±; 25....fi.xb3 
26 2gl+ 4>h8 27 cxb3 ±) 26 £xc8 
2xc8 27 2e5 £>h4 28 2d6 is awk¬ 
ward for Black as the obvious reply 

28.. .£>f3 is refuted by 29 2e3! £ixh2 
30 2g3+ <ih8 31 2h6 £>fl 32 2f3 
and Black loses his knight. 

C) 

9 ... £>bd7 (D) 

10 £xf6 

Or 10 &d3 (10 a3? £ic5 -+; 10 
-fi.e2 will probably transpose 
to line 2 in the note to White’s 10th 
move in A) and now: 

1) 10...b5? 11 0-0 £>c5 (a further 
error, but even 1 l...#a3 12 e5 dxe5 
13 fxe5 is very good for White since 



13...£>xe5 is met by 14 2xf6) 12 
£>xc5 dxc5 13 Axf6 gxf6 14 2abl 
®a3 15 4}xb5 1-OBeliavsky-Stean, 
Lucerne OL 1982. 

2) 10...d5 11 £xf6 gxf6 12 £>dl 
Wa3 13 exd5 Wd6 14 dxe6 fxe6 ± 
Fiorito-Lilienthal, corr. 

3) 10...^c5 11 0-0 £d7 with 
three lines: 

3a) 12 £>xc5 Wb6 13 Wf2 xc5 

14 «Jfxc5 dxc5 15 e5 £>d5 16 £>xd5 
exd5 17 c4, Petrushin-Doroshkevich, 
Omsk 1973, and now 17..JLc6! is 
equal. 

3b) 12 e5!? Sc8! 13 exf6 (13 
£>xc5 Wb6\ ¥) £>xb3 14 axb3 Wxc3 

15 Wxc3 Sxc3 16 f5! e5 17 fxg7 
-fi.xg7 18 f6 £f8 19 Sf3 co Kuznets¬ 
ov-Wohl, corr 1991. 

3c) 12 £xf6 gxf6 13 &xc5 (13 
‘ihl Sc8 14 £>xc5 Sxc5 ? Fershter- 
Doroshkevich, USSR 1973) Wb6 14 
<4>hl Wxc5 15 e5 f5 16 Sadi iLc6 17 
exd6 0-0-0 + Coristo-Pontecorvo, 
corr 1985. 

4) 10...£.e7 (10...Wa3 110-0 £.e7 
is the same) 11 0-0 #a3 leads to line 
A, variation la in the note to White’s 
10th move. 

10 ... gxf6 

Not 10...^xf6? 11 a3 winning 
material. 
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11 £e 2 £>c5 (D) 

1 l...Wa3 12 0-0 h5 transposes to 
line 1 in the note to Black’s 11th 
move in A. 11...h5 will lead to the 
same thing. 

Il...b5 is an interesting alterna¬ 
tive, e.g. 12 0-0 i.b7 13 &a5 (13 a3? 
2c8 14 2f3 &c5 15 2a2 &xb3 -+ 
Riegsecker-Hotting, corr 1987) 2c8 
14 ^xb7 Wxc3 15 ^xd6+ £xd6 16 
W\d6 2c6 17 ®d3 #xc2 18 a4 
#xd3 19 $Lxd3 bxa4 20 2xa4 with a 
draw after, for example, 20... 1 & > e7. In 
Streletsky-Amason, Reykjavik 1980, 

20...£ic5? 21 £b5! gave White an 
edge. 



12 0-0 i.d7 

12...Wa3 13 <&>hl (13 f5 intending 
fxe6 and .&h5+ is also feasible - then 

13...h5 14 ^hl is line If in the note 
to White’s 11th move in A) £>xb3 
(13...h5 14 f5 would transpose as in 
the previous bracket) 14 axb3 #c5 
15 e5 fxe5 16 fxe5 Wxe5 17 i.b5+! 
+- Shianovsky-Peresypkin, USSR 
1972. 

13 2abl 

13 &hl (13 &xc5 Wb6\ ?) 2c8 
14 SM4 &b3 15 axb3 #xc3 16 #dl 
$Lgl ? Kupreichik-Vaulin, USSR Ch 
1986. 

13 ... #a3 

and now: 

1) 14 4>hl £c6 15 f5 &xb3 16 
axb3 Wa5 17 fxe6 fxe6 18 2xf6 ^e5 
19 2bfl £e7 20 2f7 h5 21 We3?! 
4>d7 22 m3 2af8 ? Lang-Soltau, 
corr 1977. 

2) 14 f5 £>xb3 15 2xb3 #c5+ 16 
&hl 2c87! 17 £h5 <&e7 18 e5! Wxe5 
19 2el #c5 20 &e4 We5 21 2xb7 
2c4 22 £>xf6 ®xf6 23 i.xf7! ®xf7 
24 fxe6 Wf5 25 exd7+ 2e4 26 2xe4+ 
1-0 Milvidas-Marek, corr 1977. 




9 Poisoned Pawn: Other Lines 


There are quite a few minor lines left 
over from the preceding chapters, 
and one major line, namely 8 £)b3, 
which avoids offering the b2-pawn. 
The minor lines can be disposed of 
relatively rapidly, but 8 £)b3 occurs 
surprisingly often in practice. Per¬ 
haps the main reason is that it is often 
adopted by white players lacking in 
confidence about their theoretical 
knowledge. It affords a relatively 
risk-free method of reaching a rea¬ 
sonable middlegame position with¬ 
out all the risks associated with the 
main lines of the Poisoned Pawn. In¬ 
deed, since the theoretical status of 
..Mxb2 is rather comfortable for 
Black, this quiet line could be due for 
a revival. 

However, there are sound posi¬ 
tional reasons why this variation is 
unlikely to prove critical to the as¬ 
sessment of 7...®b6. The knight re¬ 
treat to b3 leaves White’s minor 
pieces less aggressively posted than 
in the other lines of the 6 JLg5 Naj- 
dorf, and Black can often simply 
drop his queen back to c7, confident 
that with the knight on b3 White’s 
attacking potential will be signifi¬ 
cantly reduced. Indeed, if 8 £>b3 
were forced, you could be sure that 
all black players would send the 
queen out to b6 before playing it to 
cl. 

1 e4 c5 2 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £lxd4 
5 £k3 a6 6 ±g5 e6 7 f4 Wb6 


Or 7...h6 8 £.h4 ®b6 (D) (very 
rarely seen these days) and now: 



1) 9 a3 (not so sharp as 9 Wd2 or 
9 #d3, but it could be best because 
White’s bishop can move to f2 with 
gain of tempo) and now: 

la) 9...£d7 10 Af2 tt7 (alter¬ 
natively, 10...£}g4 11 $Lgl Wxb2 12 
&d2 £)f6 13 £ib3 ± Chiesa-Mariotti, 
corr 1975 or 10...Wxb2? 11 £de2 
JLb5 12 JLd4 +- Juhnke-Mayer, corr) 
11 Wf3 ±e7 12 0-0-0 £>c6 (12...e57! 
13 fxe5 Ag4 14 exf6!! &xf3 15 
£>d5 ± Hanu-Simu, corr 1961) 13 g4 
(13 &d3 is possible, for example 
13...^xd4 14 Axd4 e5 15 fxe5 dxe5 
16 Wg3!) g5 14 £>xc6 $Lx c6 15 fxg5 
hxg5 16 Ad4 Sh6 17 h4 £>d7 18 h5 
± Tal-F.Olafsson, Bled Ct 1959. 

lb) 9...£>c6 10 Af2 ^c7 11 «T3 
Ae7 12 Ad3 (12 0-0-0 may trans¬ 
pose to la after 12.. JLd7) Ad7 13 h3 
(13 0-0-0 transposes to 13 JLd3 in 
line la) 0-0-0 14 £>b3 Aa5 15 0-0 
(15 £>xa5 Wxa5 16 We3 #c7 17 a4 ± 
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Timperi-Graefe, corr) jfc.c6 16 ®d4 
d5 17 e5 5M7 18 b4 £ic4 19 b5! gave 
White a clear plus, Nezhmetdinov- 
Topover, USSR 1959. 

2) 9 Wd2 ®xb2 10 Sbl (10 £>b3 
is very similar to chapter 8) Wa3 and 
now 11 e5 is bad since ll...dxe5 12 
fxe5 4)fd7 13 iLc4 £e7! prevents 14 
2b3 because the capture on h4 is 
check (see also line A of chapter 5). 
However, White’s alternative 11th 
moves are quite playable. The result 
may just be a transposition to lines in 
which Black plays ...h5, but any dif¬ 
ferences are generally in White’s fa¬ 
vour (e.g. Black has weakened g6 
and he cannot play ...$Lh6). 

3) 9 We3+ 10 &.e2 and now 
both 10...£ixe4 11 £>xe4 Wxe4 12 
0-0 £\c6 and 10...Wxf4 11 Ag3 «fe3 
12 £xd6 £>c6 are fine for Black (this 
latter position was won twice by Tal 
in the 1958 Munich Olympiad, once 
with White and once with Black!). 

4) 9 Wd3 (this is the sharpest 
line) Wxb2 (9...&c6 10 0-0-0 is du¬ 
bious, just as in line 5 of the note to 
White’s8thmove) 10 ffbl (10£>b3!?) 
Wa3 11 e5 (11 J&.e2) and now: 

4a) 1L..2M5 12 &xd5 Wxd3 13 
i.xd3 exd5 14 e6! (14 &d2 dxe5 15 
fxe5 &e7) fxe6 (14...£>c6 15 exf7+ 
&xf7 16 £>xc6 bxc6 17 2b6 c5 18 
c4! d4 19 0-0 2a7 20 2el 2b7 21 
2xb7 £xb7 22 f5 ± Mikenas-Tal, 
Riga 1952; 14..JLe7 15 J&.xe7 &xe7 
16 £tf5+ ±) 15 &g6+ &d7 16 &f7 
(16 f5 e5 17 £)e6 b5 18 a4 is also 
dangerous, Martynov-Bonsch, corr 
1964) e5 17 £>f5 d4 (17...*c6 18 
£>e3 d4 19 £>d5) 180-0 £ic6 19 Ad5 
<&c7 20 fxe5 dxe5 21 Jig3 with a 
strong initiative for White, Shilin- 
Sherbakov, USSR 1959. 


4b) ll...dxe5 12 fxe5 £ki5 (the 
move 12...£tfd7 is universally given 
as losing to 13 £ixe6, but 13...®a5 
14 <&xf8 £\xf8 15 Ae2 £>g6 16 ±g3 
0-0 doesn’t look bad for Black) 13 
£>xd5 exd5 (13...Wxd3? 14 £ic7+ 
<&d7 15 J&xd3 &xc7 16 2fl wins) 

14 e6 ®xd3 (14..JLb4+ is bad after 

15 2xb4 Wxb4+ 16 c3 Wc5 17 exf7+ 
&xf7 18 Ae2! or 15 &dl Wxd3+ 16 
Axd3 ±e7 17 exf7+ &xf7 18 2fl+ 
Af6 19 &xf6 gxf6 20 2b6 £>d7 21 
2d6 with an unpleasant ending for 
Black) 15 exf7+ <&xf7 16 Jixd3 
£>d7 17 JLf5 (17 2fl+ 18 &xf6 
gxf6 19 2b6 Jie7 is fine for Black) 
&c5 18 i.xd7 (18 £.e6+ &g6 19 
jtf5+ V 2 -V 2 Parma-Sofrevski, Yugo¬ 
slavia 1960) jLxd4 19 Axc8 2axc8 
20 2xb7+ i g6 with an equal posi¬ 
tion. 

We return to the main line after 
7...*b6 (D): 



8 £\b3 

As there are several minor vari¬ 
ations at this point, here is a list to 
help readers locate the line they are 
looking for: 8 Wd3 is line 1, 8 a3 is 
line 2,8 $Lxf6 gxf6 9 JLe2 is line 3,8 
f5?! is line 4 and 8 Wd2 £ic6 is line 
5. 
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The detailed analysis runs: 

1)8 Wd3 (this had a brief burst 
of popularity in the 1980s, but it 
has now been abandoned) Wxb2 (if 
Black declines the pawn, the queen’s 
ability to swing directly to the king- 
side at g3 or h3 becomes dangerous, 
for example 8...£ic6 9 0-0-0 JLd7 10 
Ae2 2c8 11 4)xc6 Axc6 12 Axf6 
gxf6 13 i.h5 ®c5 14 #h3 Ad7 15 
2d2 b5 16 e5 f5 17 exd6 £.xd6 18 
<&bl t Liss-Loginov, Budapest 1993 
or 8...£>bd7 9 0-0-0 Ae7 10 Wh3 
£>c5?! 11 e5 dxe5 12 fxe5 &d5 13 
Axe7 &xe7 14 Ad3 ±dl 15 Wg3 ± 
Van der Wiel-Quinteros, Biel IZ 
1985) 9 2bl (9 £M)3 is possible, but 
the queen would appear to be worse 
placed on d3 than d2, since it is sub¬ 
ject to attack by Black’s b8-knight) 
Wa3 (the position of the queen at d3 
is to White’s advantage in some vari¬ 
ations, e.g. where ®g3 or ®h3 may 
be played, but in other ways the 
queen is worse placed than at d2, e.g. 
the c3-knight cannot go to e4) and 
now: 

la) 10 JLx f6 gxf6 11 Ae2 «c5 
(ll...h5!?; 11...5id7!?) 12 2fl (12 
£>b3 Wa7!?) *hdl 13 &g4!7 «fa5 
(13...h5!) 14 2f3^c5 15#d2id7 
T Pirttimaki-Magerramov, Uzhgo¬ 
rod 1988. 

lb) 10 f5 and now: 

lbl) 10...±e7 11 £e2 (11 Wc4 
0-0! 12 fxe6 fxe6 13 £)xe6? b5 —+) 
*hc6 12 fxe6 fxe6 13 £)xc6 bxc6 14 
e5 (14 0-0 Wa5 15 Axf6 gxf6 ¥) 
dxe5 15 Axf6 gxf6 and we have 
transposed to line lb2 below. 

Ib2) 10...$k6 11 fxe6 fxe6 12 
£}xc6 bxc613 e5 dxe5 14 jLxf6 gxf6 
15 £e2 Ae7! (15...Ac5 16 &h5+ 
•&e7 17 #g3 and now not 17...Ad7? 


18 Wg7+ &d6 19 2dl+ Ad4 20 
2xd4+! exd4 21 %3+ &c5 22 £ie4+ 
<&b4 23 c3+! with a winning attack, 
but 17...2g8! 18*xg8« r xc3+ with 
perpetual check) 16 jk.h5+ &18 17 
0-0 (or 17 Wd2 < sfc > g7! and now 18 
&d5 2d8! 19 2b3 2xd5 20 2xa3 
2xd2 21 2g3+ ^h6 is good for 
Black, so Nunn-Kasparov, Brussels 
1986 continued 18 2b3 1ta5! 19 0-0 
2g8 20 S^hl ^?h8, but this too gave 
Black the advantage) e4! 18 Wh3 f5 

19 &hl (19 2b3 *c5+ 20 &hl We5 
is good for Black) 2g8! 20 2b3 Wc5 
+ Van der Wiel-Gavrikov, London 
1985. 

lc) 10 £e2 £>bd7 11 0-0 Wc5 
(1 l..JLe7 12&hl h6 13 e5 hxg5 14 
exf6 gxf6 15 fxg5 £>e5 16 We3 f5 
with a clear plus for Black, Veerman- 
Van der Wiel, Utrecht 1986) 12 &hl 
&e7 13 £>b3 (13 a4!?.«c7 14 2f3 
{14 f5 £>c5 15 We 3 0-0 16 £>b3. Van 
Gaalen-Miles, Utrecht 1986,16...b6! 
?} h6 15 2h3, Nieuwenhuis-Nunn, 
Utrecht 1986, 15...2g8 16 i.h4 g5 
17 £g3 gxf4 18 Axf4 e5 19 £>f5 
exf4 20 £>xe7 &xe7 21 2xh6 Wc5\ 
and Black defends) Wcl 14 Wg3 h6 
15 £xf6 (15 ilh4 g5 16 fxg5 hxg5 
17 Axg5 2g8 ?) Axf6 16 e5 dxe5 
(16...4)xe5 17 £)e4 ?}g6 is another 
idea) 17 4)e4 0-0 18 f5 was Frank- 
Paust, San Bernardino 1983, and 
now 18...exf5 19 2xf5 Ae7! 20 
2bfl (20 £>d4 Ad8! and the knight 
has to retreat) b6 21 £id4 £ic5! en¬ 
ables Black to defend. 

2) 8 a3 (D) and now: 

2a) 8...£>bd7 9 &e2 Ae7 (very 
sensible play by Black) 10 £tt>3 h6 
11 Axf6 (11 Ah4 £>xe4) £xf6 12 
Wd2 £>c5 13 0-0-0 £>xb3+ 14 cxb3 
Jiel 15 sfebl Jidl 16 &a2 Ac6 = 
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Vl.Georgiev-Ermenkov, Bulgarian 
Ch 1995. 

2b) 8...i.e7 9Wd2h6(9...#xb2? 
10 £>b3 h6 11 £xf6 £xf6 12 e5! +-) 

10 .&xf6 (the defect of this line from 
White’s point of view is that he nor¬ 
mally has to meet ...h6 by JLxf6, 
since M4 runs into ...4)xe4) Mf6 

11 0-0-0 0-0 (ll...i.xd4 12 Wxd4 
#xd4 13 2xd4 &e7 14 M2 £ic6 
with just an edge for White) 12 £sb3 
Hd8 13 h4 a5 14 g4 a4 15 £id4 Md4 
16 #xd4 1 @ f xd4 17 Sxd4 e5! 18 fxe5 
£k:6 19 Sxd6 jfilxg4 20 Ab5 £\xe5 
21 Sb6! = Timman-Van der Wiel, 
Amsterdam 1991. 

2c) 8...£ic6 9 £>b3 £e7 (9...h6 

10 &xf6 gxf6 11 Ml 12 0-0-0 
0-0-0 13 £>a4 «b7 14 c4 £)a5 15 
<S)xa5 i.xa4 16 2d2 Ml 17 M2 
M8 « Murei-Quinteros, Lucerne 
OL 1982; 9...#e3+ 10 We2 Wxe2+ 

11 Me2 b5 12 0-0-0 h6 13 Axf6 
gxf6 14 Ah5 Sg8 15 g3 £.b7 16 
Shfl Ml 17 Sdel ±g7 18 £>d5+ 
*f8 19 £>b4 fic8 20 c3 Ml 21 Sf2 
2gd8 22 Sd2 ± Nijboer-Van Wely, 
Netherlands Ch 1995) and now: 

2c 1) 10 #13 with a final branch: 
2c 11) 10...#c7 11 0-0-0 (11 M4 
b5 12 0-0-0 4.b7 13 £xf6 Mf6 14 
±xb5 Mc3 15 Mc6+ Wxc6 16 


#xc3 #xc3 17 bxc3 Me4 18 2xd6 
±xg2 19 Sgl M4 20 £sc5 M5 21 
2xa6 2xa6 22 £sxa6 1 Murei-Hjar- 
tarson, Brighton 1982; 11 M2 2b8 
12 %3 h6 13 M4 0-0 14 0-0 b5 15 
Ml £id7 16 ±xe7 £>xe7 17 2adl 
e5 18 fxe5 dxe5 19 £id4 £)b6 = Ivan¬ 
chuk-Topalov, Dos Hermanas 1996) 
h6(ll...Ml7 12Mi4 2c8 13g4h6 
14 jLg3 e5 15 g5 iLg4 16 #g2 hxg5 

17 fxg5 £sh5 18 £kl5 Mcg5+ 19 Ml 
^d8 °° Murei-Sigurjonsson, Ran- 
ders Z 1982) 12 Mf6 i.xf6 13 h4 
h5 (13...M17 14 g4 0-0-0 15 i.g2 
M7 16 g5 &a5 17 &xa5 Wxa5 18 
Ml M8 19 %3 hxg5 20 hxg5 g6 
21 2h6 2c8 22 2dhl 2hd8 23 2h7 
t Griinfeld-Adamson, Philadelphia 
1994) 14 g3 Ml 15 2h2 0-0-0 16 
2hd2 M7 17 We3 M8 18 £>a4 
5)a5 19 <5)xa5 Ma4 20 £lc4 M6 ± 
Griinfeld-Psakhis, Herzliya 1993. 

2c 12) 10...h6 11 i.h4 g5 12 M2 
#c7 13 g3 b5 14 0-0-0 M7 15 M3 
2c8?! 16 2hel 2g8 17 #e2 g4 18 
£g2 b4?! 19 £>d5! exd5 20 exd5 
<2)b8 21 axb4 M8 22 Ml ± Murei- 
Ftacnik, Hastings 1982. 

2c 13) 10...0-0 (a risky idea) 11 
0-0-0 »c7 12 g4 b5 13 Ag2 2b8? 
(13...M7 14 Axf6 Mf6 15 g5 M7 
16 #g3 «) 14 e5 4bd5 15 2xd5! 
exd5 16 £sx d5 Wdl ! 17 £>a5! £>xa5 

18 £>xe7+! M8 19 f5! M7 20 f6! 
Mf3 21 fxg7+ &xg7 22 M6+ M6 
23 jLxf3 ± Donchev-Nikolov, Bul¬ 
garia 1987. 

2c2) 10 Wd2 0-0 (10...h6 11 &xf6 
Mf6 12 0-0-0 M7 13 h4 Wc7 14 
g4 Ml 15 Wf2 b5 16 2h3 Wa7 17 
Wd2 2b8 18 g5 b4 « Vl.Georgiev- 
Mariano, Matinhos Wch jr 1994; 
10...M7 11 0-0-0 0-0-0 12 JLh4 
Wcl 13 M2 M8 14 M3 M8 15 
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‘ibl ± Zak-Szekely, Groningen 1994) 
11 0-0-0 Sd8 12 £xf6 £xf6 13 g4 
Ml (13...£>a5 14 £lxa5 Wxa5 15 g5 
i.e7 16 *bl £f8 17 &c4 Wc5 18 
iLb3 b5 19 Shf 1 a5 «= Necesany-Sto- 
dola, corr 1988; 13...i.e7!?) 14 g5 
k.el 15 h4 £>a5 16 £)xa5 ^xa5 17 
4?bl (17 h5 Sac8 18 h6 g6 19 *bl 
Wc5 20 Wd4 Wxd4 21 Sxd4 e5 22 
Sb4 b5 23 £id5 Be8 24 fxe5 dxe5 25 
4)xe7+ Sxe7 26 $Ld2 Jie6 was equal 
in Tanis-Wagemans, coit 1991) #c5 
(17...*b6!? 18 £c4? d5 f Primett- 
O’Connor, corr 1993) 18 h5 b5 19 g6 
a5 20 h6 fxg6 21 hxg7 ± Timman- 
Sisniega, Taxco IZ 1985. 

3) 8 iLxf6 gxf6 (after 8...Wxb29 
.&b5+ {9 <Sixe6!?) the lines 9...axb5 

10 £>dxb5 Wb4 11 £ic7+ &d7 12 Sbl 
Wc5 13 £sxa8,9...<53c6 10 £>xc6 axb5 

11 4id5! gxf6 12 Sbl and 9...£d7 
10 £ixe6 fxe6 11 Wh5+ g6 12 Wdl 
are all very good for White; however, 
9...£id7 may be playable) 9 &e2 and 
now Black can try: 

3a) 9...£ic6 10 £ib3 ®e3 11 Sfl 
(11 Wd2 #xd2+ 12 £>xd2 £)d4 13 
£d3 *d8 14 0-0 J^d7 15 £ic4 *c7 
16 Sadi ±&7 17 £ie3 b5 18 £sbl 
4)c6 = Vitolins-Petrosian, Daugav¬ 
pils 1989) b5 (1 l...Ae7 12 Sf3 %1+ 
13 JaLfl ®xh2 14 Wd2 ith4+ 15 g3 
Wh5 16 lff2 f5 {16...±e7 17 0-0-0 
4ia5 18 4ld4 &c6 19 f5 «= Hector- 
Gavrikov, Palma de Mallorca GMA 
1989} 17 exf5 WxfS 18 0-0-0 h5 19 
&d3 %4 20 &e2 » Hector-Schan- 
dorff, Tastrup 1990) 12 ®d3 Wxd3 
13 cxd3 JLb7 14 Scl Jiel 15 d4 ± 
iLd8? 16 £>xb5! axb5 17 £xb5 Sxa2 
18 Sf2 ± Boudre-Gravagna, Massy 
1993. 

3b) 9...Sg8! (developing a piece 
with gain of tempo before taking on 


b2) 10 &f3 (10 g3?! ®xb2 11 £ia4 
#a3 12 c3 &d7! +) #xb2 11 £sa4 
#a3 12 c3 4ki7! 13 0-0? (13 Wc2 b5 
14 4ib2 i.b7 15 0-0 Bc8 16<?ib3 ilh6 
+) b5 -+ 14 JLh5 'txa4 15 ±xf7+ 
&xf7 16 W/h5+ *g7 17 £>xe6+ &h8 
18 £id8 Wc4\ 19 &hl Bg7 0-1 
K.Harman-Magerramov, corr 1992. 

3c) 9...Wxb2 10 £>a4 Wa3 (safer 
than 10..Sb4+ 11 c3 ^35 12 0-0 
M 13 £sb2 £ic6 14 foc4) 11 c3 
and now: 

3cl) ll..JLd7 12 <£ib6«fxc3+13 
•&f2 #c5 14 £ixa8 £ic6 15 Scl ®a7 
(15...^4+ 16 Wxd4 4ixd4 17i.h5 
f5 18 Bc7 fxe4 19 Sxb7 i.e7 20 
£>c7+ &f8 21 Sb8+ &g7 22 Bxh8 
&xh8 23 ixf7 ± Harman-Barnsley, 
corr 1991) 16 Wb3 £>xd4 17 «b6 (17 
We3 £h6 18 Bc4 e5! 19 4k7+ &d8 
20 £id5 &b5 +) Wxb6 18 &xb6 
£sxe2 19 Sc7 ic6 20 Ec8+ &e7 21 
Ec7+ &d8 22 Sc8+ V 2 -V 2 Kengis- 
Magerramov, Pavlodar 1987. 

3c2) ll...£>d7 12 0-0 b5 13 £.h5 
bxa4(13...^xa4 14£xf7+4>d8 15 
£>xe6+ &e7 16 Wh5 £>b6 17 £>d4 
b4 °oMoldovan-Bouaziz, Bucharest 
1992) 14 £xf7+ &e7 15 £ic6+ ^xf7 
16 Wh5+ 4>g7 17 SM4? (White must 
take the draw) Sg8 18 4^xe6+ ^h8 
with an easy win for Black, Hector- 
H.Olafsson, Reykjavik Z 1995. 

4) 8 f5?! ®xb2 9 £>a4 #a3 10 c3 
id7 11 fxe6 fxe6 12 Axf6 (Pinter 
gives 12 £>xe6 ixe6 13 &cl ^.b3 
14 ixa3 = but 12...ixa4 looks very 
good for Black) gxf6 13 ®fh5+ 

14 ic4 Wxa4 + Murei-Pinter, Malta 
OL 1980. 

5) 8 #d2 ^ic6 (this appears il¬ 
logical; the queen is badly placed 
on b6) 9 0-0-0 (D) (the only critical 
move) and now: 
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5a) 9..JLd7 10 Ac2 2c8 (Loginov 
has been virtually the only player to 
take Black’s side in this position) 11 
*bl (11 Af3 £>a5 12 &b3 £>c4 13 
Wd3 h6 14 Ah4 g5 15 fxg5 hxg5 16 
&xg5 Ag7 17 *bl (17 Wd4!?} 
£>xb2 18 &xb2 £>g4 19 Wxd6 Wxd6 
20 Sxd6 i.xc3+ 21 *bl &xh2 = 
Lengyel-Loginov, Budapest 1994) 
Ae7 12 £>b3 (12 £>f3 0-0 13 e5 dxe5 
14 fxe5 £>d5 15 £>xd5 exd5 16 &xe7 
£ixe7 17 Ji.d3 .£.f5 = Bauer-Logi- 
nov, Hungary 1994) 0-0 13 fihfl (13 
g4 looks natural) Sfd8 14 JLxf6 
Axf6 15 #xd6 Ae7 16 ®d3 £e 8 17 
Wf3 and Black has only slight com¬ 
pensation for the pawn, Lengyel- 
Loginov, Budapest 1993. 

5b) 9...Wxd4 10®xd4£>xd4 11 
2xd4 (it was established in the late 
1950s that this ending is depressing 
for Black) jLd7 (11...4)d7 {ll...b5!?} 
12 Ae2 h6 13 Ah4 g5 14 fxg5 £>e5 
and now either 15 £)a4 &el 16 *hb6 
2b8 17 ±g3 hxg5 18 2hdl f6 19 c4 
0-0 20 24d2 ± Keres-Panno, Gothen¬ 
burg IZ 1955 or 15 gxh6 Axh6+ 16 
*bl ±e3 17 Af6! 2xh2 18 2xh2 
&xd4, Klai6-Letic, corr 1987, 19 
£>b5! +-) 12 &e2 &c6 13 Af3 £>d7 
14 2hdl f6 15 &h4 e5 16 fxe5 dxe5 
17 24d2 ± &b4? 18 &h5+ s£?e7 19 


2xd7+ &xd7 20 <SM5+ <&d8 21 
£}xb4 +- Domanski-Gawlikowski, 
Polish Ch 1955. 

8 ... £>bd7 

Or: 

1) 8...We3+ 9 #e2 Wxe2+ 10 
Axe2 (this endgame is marginally 
better for White) and now: 

la) 10...b5 11 Axf6 gxf612 Ah5 
followed by 0-0-0, 2f 1 and f5 with 
an edge for White. 

lb) 10...£te6 11 Jtf3 (11 0-0-0 

h6 12 Ah4 Ae7 13 Af2 b5 14 Af3 
£>d7 15 2hel &bl 16 a3 0-0-0 17 a4 
b4 18 £ki5 exd5 19 exd5 thce5 20 
fxe5 £ixe5 21 £ Semionova- 

Wohlfahrt,Balatonbereny 1994)id7 
12 0-0-0 Ae7 13 &a4 0-0-0 14 ±xf6 
gxf615 £>b6+ &b8 16 £>xd7+ 2xd7 
17 &h5 £d8 18 2hfl 2g8 19 g3 
Ab6 20 2f3 ± Stein-Gligori6, Stock¬ 
holm IZ 1962. 

lc) 10...£>bd7 11 0-0-0 (11 a4 
Ae7 12 0-0-0 h6 13 Ah4 e5 14 f5 ± 
Joppen-Bronstein, Belgrade 1954; 
11 Af3 2a7 12 0-0-0 b5 13 £>a5 h6 
14 jLh4 2c7 15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 b4 
17 £ia4 £>h7 18 £c6 Ae7 19 Af2 
V 2 -V 2 was Tukmakov-Kots, Ukraine 
1962) b6 (ll...Ae7 12 £>a5! £>b6 
Leidecker-Kunath, corr 1979,13 JLf3 
±) 12 f5 e5 13 Jic4 Ab7 14 ±d5 
4)xd5 15 £>xd5 2c8 16 2hel &xd5 
17 2xd5 ± Keres-Van den Berg, Mu¬ 
nich OL 1958. 

2) 8..JLe7 (D) (this section con¬ 
tains mostly lines without ...£>bd7, 
except where they cannot normally 
arise by transposition from the main 
line) and now: 

2a) 9 Wd2 h6 (alternatives will 
probably transpose to other lines) 10 
Axf6 Axf6 11 0-0-0 £e7 12 *bl 
#c7 13 Ae2 £>d7 14 2hf 1 0-0 15 g4 
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b5 16 Af3 £)b6 17 h4 b4 ¥ Slobod- 
jan-Stohl, Hamburg 1993. 

2b) 9 Wd4 Wc7 (9...Wxd4 10 
£)xd4 £)c6 is equal) 10 0-0-0 5)bd7 
(10...£lc6 11 Wd2 0-0 is a position 
that could arise from the Richter- 
Rauzer; after 12 Axf6 gxf6 13 Ad3 
&h8 14 g4 Sg8, Murei-Gavrikov, 
Amsterdam 1987,15 Ehgl, followed 
by h4 and g5, the position is unclear) 
11 Ae2 b5 12 Ehel Ab7 13 e5?! 
dxe5 14 fxe5 £>xe5 15 Af4 S)fd7 16 
<&xb5 axb5 17 Axb5 0-0-018 Axd7+ 
Bxd7 19 Wxe5 Wxe5 20 Axe5 Ag5+ 
21 &bl Sxdl+ 22 Hxdl f6 23 Ag3 
Axg2 + Jakovljevic-Maksimenko, 
Yugoslavia Cht 1994. 

2c) 9 We2 h6 10 Axf6 (not 10 
Ah4? £>xe4) Axf6 and now: 

2c 1) 11 e5 dxe5 12 fxe5 Ae7 
(12...Ag5?! 13 It ie4 We3 14 £>d6+ 
*e7 15 g3 b5 16 Ag2 Sa7 17 Sfl ± 
Kuhnert-Sdgaard, corr 1991) 13 0-0-0 
£se614 h4 (14 g3 Wc7 15 Sel Ad7 16 
Ag2 Sc8 17 Shfl 0-0 18 &bl Ab4 
19 Sf3 £>a5 20 a3 £ixb3 21 cxb3 
Ae7 22 Sd3 2fd8 ¥ Belkhodja- 
Guerra, Lucerne OL 1982) Wc7 15 
Sel Ad7 16 Sh3 b5?! 17 Wg4 g6 18 
She3 b4 19 £idl a5 20 *bl a4 21 
£ld2 22 Ad3 h5 23 Wg3 b3 24 

Sfl ± Karklins-Verber, USA 1971. 


2c2) 11 0-0-0 and now: 

2c21) ll...Wc7 (a necessary pre¬ 
caution if Black intends ...4ic6) 12 
h4 b5 (12...Axc3 13 bxc3 Ad7 14 
Sh3 £sc6 15 Shd3 £>e7 16 Sxd6 
Ac 6 17 f5 Ad5 18 exd5 lfxd6 19 
dxe6 Wf4+ 20 *b2 0-0 21 g4 ± Ku- 
preichik-Novikov, Erevan 1984) 13 
Sh3 (13 a3 £ic6 14 Bh3 b4 15 axb4 
£lxb4 16 g4 Sb8 17 &bl Ad7 18 
Wd2 Ae7 19 g5 Wb6 = Short-Sigur- 
jonsson, Westmann Islands 1985) b4 
(13...*2^d7 transposes to line 2c221) 
14 £sbl (14 e5 dxe5 15 £>e4 Ae7 16 
Wg4 0-0 17 Sg3 g6 18 h5 exf4 19 
hxg6 f5 20 Wh5 & g 7 21 Sh3 2h8 22 
<£ied2 tc6 + Savon-Ilin£ic, Borovo 
1991) £sd7 (14...£>c6 15 £>ld2 a5 16 
&c4 Ae7 17 Wd2a4 18 &d4 £>xd4 

19 Wxd4 e5 20 fxe5 dxe5 21 £>xe5 
Axh3 22 Ab5+ &f8 23 gxh3 • Ser¬ 
rano-Alcala, corr 1987) 15 Wd2 Wb7 

16 Wxd6 Wxe4 17 £>ld2 Wb7 18 
£)a5 Wb8 19 tdc4 Ae7 20 Wd4 ± 
Kupreichik-Gavrikov, Lvov 1984. 

2c22) ll...<S)d7 12 h4 with a final 
branch: 

2c221) 12...Wc7 13 Sh3 b5 14 
Wd2 Ae7 15 g4 (15 £g3 g5 16 hxg5 
hxg5 17 f5 £)e5 18 fxe6 fxe6 19 Ae2 
Ad7 20 Sxg5 0-0-0 21 Sg7 Af8 22 
Sxd7 &xd7 + Ivanovid-Marjanovic, 
Yugoslavia Ch 1985) Ab7 16 a3 Sc8 

17 <S?bl £>c5 18 £sxc5 Wxc 5 19 g5 
hxg5 20 hxg5 Sxh3 21 Axh3 = De- 
laney-Escalante, Dubai OL 1986. 

2c222) 12..Ac5 13 £)xc5 (13 
e5!?) Wxc5 14 e5 dxe5 15 £>e4 Wa5 
16 £id6+ &f8 17 *tc4 (17 Wc4 st?e7 

18 £)b5! ‘S’fS is a draw) Wxa2 18 
fxe5 Ae7 19 Wf3 (19 Sh3!?) Wal+ 

20 &d2 Wa4 21 Ad3 Ad7 22 Shfl 
Ae8 23 Wxb7 <*> Diaz-Novikov, Man¬ 
zanillo 1987. 
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2c223) 12.. JLxc3 (this line is fine 
for Black) 13 bxc3 £if6(13...£ic5!? 

14 g4 Ad7 15 Jig 2 0-0-0 16 Sd2 
£ia4 17 2h3 <&>b8 18 Wdl Jib5 19 
Jifl iLxfl 20 ®xfl fic8 21 2dd3 
2c6 22 2hf3 2hc8 + Schoneberg- 
Sutkus, corr 1988) 14 2h3 (14 e5 
dxe5 15 fxe5 £>d5 16 2d4 Wc7 17 c4 
£>e7 18 2h3 Ad7 19 2hd3 V 2 -V 2 
Mikhalchishin-Petrosian, USSR Ch 
1985) Jidl 15 c4 e5 16 f5 Wc7 (or 
16...Wc6 17 2e3 a5 {17...g5 18 c5 
dxc5 19 2ed3 c4 20 2d6 Wxe4 21 
£>c5 Wf4+ 22 Wd2 ®xd2+ 23 2lxd2 
is clearly better for White, Ljubo- 
jevic-Ribli, Amsterdam 1986} 18 g4 
a4 19 £>d2 0-0-0 20 £>bl Wc5 21 
2c3 JLc6 22 Jig2 &b8 23 Jif3 g6! ¥ 
Deppe-Novikov, Moscow 1990) 17 
2g3 (17 g4 £.c6 18 Jig2 a5! 19 
2hd3 with an edge for Black, V.Koz- 
lov-Magerramov, USSR 1987) Jic6 
18 2e3 0-0-0 19 g4 a5 20 Jig2 Wb6 
¥ Battiato-Alemanni, corr 1984. 

2d) 9 Wf3 and now: 

2dl) 9...h6 10 £xf6 (10 JiM 
£}xe4 11 Axe7 £ixc3 12 Wxc3 &xel 
13 #xg7 We3+ 14 Ae2 2f8 15 Wxh6 
± Malevinsky-Machulsky, USSR 
1976) Jixf6 11 0-0-0 Wc7 12 £>e2 (12 
£}d4 c6 13 $3xc6 bxc6 14 g3 2b8 

15 Jig2 d5 16 e5 Jicl + Brdicko- 
Zagorskis, Pardubice 1995) £}d7 13 
&bl b5 14 £>ed4 Jitl 15 Jid3 Jibl 

16 f5 e5 17 £>e2 b4 = Enders-Szek- 
ely, Budapest 1995. 

2d2) 9...®c7 giving rise to a final 
branch: 

2d21) 10 i.d3 h6 11 #h3 (11 
Jih4 £ixe4 12 Jixel $3xc3 13 Jih4 
£\d5 14 a3 £>d7 15 0-0-0 £>7f6 16 
h3 Jidl 17 2hfl 0-0-0 18 g4 4>b8 ¥ 
Safianovsky-Machulsky, Moscow 
1991) &c6 12 &h4 &d7 13 0-0-0 


0-0-0 14 2hel g5! T Kolmann-Sta- 
chanczyk, corr 1992. 

2d22) 10 a4 b6 11 Ad3 Jibl 12 
0-0 (castling kingside is rather un¬ 
usual in this line) ®bd7 13 2ael h6 
14 Jih4 0-0 15 Wh3 2fe8 16 Af2 e5 
17 Ae3 exf4 18 &xf4 £ie5 = Ank- 
erst-Csonkics, Yugoslavia Cht 1990 
(similar positions arise in the note to 
White’s 10th move in the main line). 

2d23) 100-0-0®c6!?(10...£>bd7 
transposes to the main line) 11 g4 
(11 Ah4 0-0! 12 g4 b5 13 £xf6!? 
Jixf6 14 g5 Jicl 15 h4 b4! 16 £>e2 
Jibl 17 <&bl 2ac8 18 2d2 d5! ¥ 
Seirawan-Andersson, Tilburg 1992) 
Jidl 12 Jih4 h6 13 Jig3 e5 14 f5 
&a5 15 h4 £>xb3+ 16 axb3 Jic6 17 
Jif2 t Ziatdinov-Hogenacker, Ber¬ 
lin Summer 1993. 

2e) 9ie2(D)andnow: 



2el) 9...®e3 10 ®d3 (10 WdA\T) 
%xd3 11 cxd3 (this ending is slightly 
better for White) h6 12 Axf6 (12 
jLh4 £ixe4 13 Jixcl £}xc3 14 Jixd6 
£>xe2 15 &xe2 £k6 16 Shcl f6 17 
a4 e5 V 2 -V 2 Ivanchuk-Yudasin, USSR 
Ch 1988) Axf6 13 d4 b6 (13...&c6 
14 0-0-0 0-0 15 d5 exd5 16 £>xd5 
JidS 17 jLf3 £e6 18 g3 Se8 19 <&>bl 
Sc8 20 Sd3 = Yudasin-Griinberg, 
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Moscow 1989) 14 4.f3 15 0-0 

ftd7 (15...£e7? 16 f5! h5 17 Sael 
ftd7 18 e5! d5 19 i.e2 &g5 20 £.d3 ± 
Ljubojevic-Portisch, Reggio Emilia 
1991) 16Sacl ±2c8? 17e5!i.xf3 
18 exf6 i.a8 19 fxg7! Sg8 20 ftd5! 
Sd8 21 ftc7+ &e7 22 d5! ± Yuda- 
sin-Novikov, Pamplona 1990. 

2e2) 9...H6 10 i.xf6 4.xf6 11 Hd3 
and now: 

2e21) ll...ftd7 12 0-0-0 At! 13 
h4 Hc7 (13...ftc5 14 Hg3 ftxb3+ 

15 axb3 Sg8 16 e5 Ad7 17 f5 dxe5 
18 ±h5 0-0-0 19 J.xf7 Hgf8 20 %6 
i.f6 21 5xd7 &xd7 22 fxe6+ &e7 
23 fte4 ± Oll-Novikov, Debrecen 
1990) 14 g4 (14 £f3 ftb6 15 g4 
Ad7 16 g5 0-0-0 17 ftd4 hxg5 18 
hxg5 g6 19 &bl &b8 20 f5 gxf5 21 
exf5 j£.xg5 V 2 -V 2 Palkovi-A.Petro- 
sian, Siofok 1990) b5 15 Af3 2b8 

16 g5 b4 17 fte2 a5 18 *bl (18 g6 
0-0! 19 gxf7+ Sxf7 20 &h5, Oll- 
Mrdja, Rome 1990,20...Hf6! 21 2hgl 
£f8 22 *bl a4 23 <5ld2 ft c 5 24 Hg3 
e5! ¥) a4 (18...e5!?) 19 ftbd4 ftc5 
20 He3!? (20 ftb5 ftxd3 21 ftxc7+ 
&d7 22 cxd3 &xc7 23 d4 .&b7 24 
2cl+ &d7 ¥) i.a6 21 f5 e5 22 f6! 
exd4? (22...gxf6 23 ftf5 hxg5 24 
hxg5 Hxhl 25 2xhl fxg5 26 ftxe7 
&xe7 27 Hxg5+ &d7 «) 23 fxg7 
2g8 24 ftxd4 hxg5 25 hxg5 fte6 26 
g6 Sxg7 27 gx!7+ l 4’d7 28 ftxe6 
&xe6 29 e5! Hc5 30 Hh6+ *xf7 31 
jfi.h5+ *f8 32 Hh8+ 1-0 Rogale- 
wicz-Stachanczyk, corn 1993. 

2e22) ll...ftc6!? 12 0-0-0 (12 
Hxd6 .&xc3+ 13 bxc3 He3) 0-0 13 
h4 a5! 14 a3 £d7?! (14...a4 15 ftd2 
ftd4 16 ftc4 Hc6 17 e5 dxe5 18 fxe5 
ftxe2+ 19 Wxe2 ±e7 «) 15 fta4 
Ha7 16 Hxd6 2ac8! 17 Hc5 and 
Black does not have enough for the 


pawn, Brodsky-Kupreichik, Beskidy 
1991. 

3) 8...h6 9&xf6gxf6(9..,He3+ 
10 £e2 {10 He2 Hxe2+ 11 £xe2 
gxf6 12 i.h5 £e 7 13 0-0-0 i.d8 14 
2d3 ftc615 a3 Ac7 16 *bl Ad7 17 
ftdl <£e7 18 fte3 ± Yudasin-Savon, 
St Petersburg 1996} gxf6 11 2fl 
£d7 12 2f3 Hgl+ 13 Afl 2g8 14 
Hd2 ftc6 15 0-0-0 Ha7 16 &bl 
0-0-0 17 a4 Hb6 18 2h3! ± Zaitsev- 
Alzate, Havana 1983; this line should 
favour White as he is effectively a 
tempo up over line 3a in the note to 
White’s eighth move) and now: 

3a) 10 f5 h5 11 Ae2 He3 1 2 Hd3 
Hxd3 13 cxd3 ftd7 14 0-0 *e7 15 d4 
ftb6 16 2adl Ad7 17 fta5 ± Van den 
Berg-F.Olafsson, Beverwijk 1961. 

3b) 10 Hf3 ftc6 11 0-0-0 &d7 
12 &bl 0-0-0 13 Hh5 i.e8 14 g3 
&b8 15 &h3 Hc7 16 2hel 2g8 17 
2d2 ± Matanovic-Bertok, Yugosla¬ 
via 1966. 

3c) 10 He2 ftc6 11 0-0-0 Ad7 

12 g3 0-0-0 13 i.g2 &b8 14 &bl 
fta5 15 Hh5 ftxb3 16 axb3 Jic8 17 
f5 Hc5 18 jSLh3 He5 19 2hel ± 
Ptschelkin-Kupshis, corr. 1984. 

3d) 10 Hd2 ftc6 11 0-0-0 (this is 
similar to the Richter-Rauzer and in 
some lines a direct transposition is 
possible) JLd7 12 jLe 2(12 g3 0-0-0 

13 f5 <&b8 14 £h3 h5 15 &bl is 
best met by 15...Ac8!? 16 fxe6 fxe6 

17 fte2 fte5 18 Hc3 Ag7! = Kry- 
lov-Kupshis, corr 1984, rather than 
15...&e7 16 fte2 fte5 17 ftf4 ftf3 

18 He2 ftg5 19 Ag2 ± Kaplan- 
Shamkovich, Teesside 1975) h5 13 
2hfl 0-0-0 14 *bl (14 2f3 &b8 15 
a3 £c8 16 fta4 Ha7 17 fta5! 2d7 
18 2b3 ftxa5 19 Hxa5 ± I.Zaitsev- 
Barkovsky, USSR 1983) &e7 (the 
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famous game Keres-Botvinnik, Mos¬ 
cow 1956 continued 14...£ia5 15 
2f3 &xb3 16 axb3 &b8 17 £>a4 ±) 

15 2f3 <&b8 16 2h3 (16 Afl intend¬ 
ing £}a4 is a more conventional plan) 
h4 17 #el ± Lanka-Petkevich, Riga 
1977. 

4) 8...£k6 (some GMs believe 
that the knight is misplaced on this 
square) and now: 

4a) 9 Wtt ±e7 10 0-0-0 (10 Ad3 
Ad7 11 0-0-0 2c8 12 2hel h6 13 
Ah4 Wcl 14 Ag3 £>b4 15 &bl 
£xd3 16 cxd3 0-0 17 2c 1 WbS 18 
e5 dxe5 19 fxe5 £>h7 V 2 -V 2 Gufeld- 
Karner, Tallinn 1981) Wcl 11 Ad3 
&d7 12 2hel h6 13 Ah4!?£>xe4 14 
2xe4 Axh4 15 Wg4 Af6 16 £>d5 
Wd8 17 Ac4 <&f8 « Chiburdanidze- 
Martinovic, Baku 1980. 

4b) 9 &xf6 (White should not 
play this voluntarily) gxf6 10 Wd2 
h5 (10...Ae7 11 0-0-0 Ad7 12 *bl 
0-0-0 13 &e2 2hg8 14 Ah5 2g7 15 
g3 <&b8 16 Wcl 2c8 17 2d3 £>a5 18 
?ixa5 Wxa5 19 Wdl = Brodsky-Jan¬ 
sen, Porz 1993) 11 0-0-0 ±d7 12 *bl 
Wcl 13 f5 £>e5 14 g3 b5 15 Ah3 
£>c4 16 Wd3 b4 17 £>e2 &b5 ¥ Sinz- 
Touzane, Altensteig 1993. 

4c) 9 Wd2 (the most natural move; 
indeed, White is almost a tempo up 
over line 2c2 in the note to White’s 
eighth move) £}g4 (9...Ae7 10 0-0-0 
Wcl 11 Ae2 Ad7 12 *bl 2c8 13 
2hel h6 14 Axf6 gxf6 15 Ah5 *f8 

16 2e3 ± Maier-Dubeck, Donau- 
eschingen 1985) 10 £kll (10 Ad3 
£>b4 11 £>a4 £>xd3+ 12 cxd3 W 2 J 
13 h3 &d7 14 hxg4 Axa4 15 f5 2c8 
16 Ae3 #b8 oo Luther-Loginov, Bal- 
assagyarmat 1990; 10 ®e2! looks 
most promising to me) h6 11 Ah4 g5 
12 Wcl £>d4 13 £>xd4 Wxd4 14 c3 


®a4 15 fxg5 hxg5 16 Axg5 2xh2 = 
Lengyel-Loginov, Budapest 1994. 

Returning to the main line after 
8...£>bd7 (D): 



9 Wtt 

Alternatively: 

1) 9 Ad3 (harmless) Ae7 (9...h6 
10 Axf6 »e3+ 11 Wcl #xe2+ 12 
Axe2 £ixf6 13 0-0 V 2 -V 2 Boey-Gov- 
binder, corr 1978) 10#e2h6 11 Ah4 
(11 Axf6 &xf6 12 £>dl 0-0 13 c3 
£>c5 ¥ Valtera-Bores, Prague 1995) 
£>xe4 12 Axe7 £>xc3 13 bxc3 &xcl 
¥ Rosinow-Nieminski, corr 1980. 

2) 9 Wd2 Wcl and now: 

2a) 10 Ae2 b5 11 a3 Ab7 12 &f3 
Ae7 is harmless, e.g. 13 0-0 0-0 14 
Wcl 2ac8 15 2adl £>b6 16 2d3 

17 £kll 2fd8 ¥ Stenborg-Holst, corr 
1978 or 13 0-0-0 0-0 14 &xf6 £>xf6 
15 g4 2fd8 16 g5 £>d7 17 h4 2ac8 

18 g6 fxg6 19 Ag4 £>f8 20 £>d4 
Wc4 ¥ Sgri-Pontecorvo, corr 1988. 

2b) 10 0-0-0 Ae7 (10...b5 11 
Axf6 £>xf6 12 Ad3 b4 13 £>e2 2b8 

14 £>ed4 Ae7 15 g4 h6 16 &bl g6 
17 We2 e5 18 g5 hxg5 19 fxg5 &h5 
20 £rf3 £rf4 ¥ Kovacs-Loginov, Bu¬ 
dapest 1990) 11 Ad3 (11 g4 b5 12 
Axf6 gxf6 13 ±d3 £>c5 14 £>d4 b4 

15 £>ce2 Ab7 16 £>g3 d5 17 We3 
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0-0-0 18 *bl h5! 19 £>xh5 dxe4 20 
Ae2 5)a4 % Beliavsky-Palatnik, 
USSR 1974) h6 12 £xf6 £xf6 13 
£\e2 b5 14 g4 g5 15 &bl Ab7 16 
Ehfl Ef8 17 h4 gxh4 18 £ia5 £k5 « 
Ziatdinov-Heuer, Bern 1994. 

3) 9 jLe2 and now: 

3a) 9...Ael 10 #d3 (10 #d2 h6 
11 &xf6 £lxf6 12 0-0-0 #c7 13 Af3 
Adi 14*bl 0-0-0 15 Shel *b8 16 
Ee3 with just an edge for White, 
Ljubojevid-Hiibner, Linares 1985) 
#c7 (the position is equal after 

10.. .h611 JLxf6 £\xf6 {11 ,.JLxf612 
0-0-0 ‘AelH 13 Ed2 #c7 14 £id4 
£>b6 15 a4 i.d7 16 a5 ± Brodsky- 
Mitenkov, Katowice 1993) 12 0-0-0 
#c7 13 Af3 Eb8 14 h4 h5 15 f5 £d7 
16 sir>bl Bc8 17 Khel e5, Yudasin- 
Gavrikov, USSR Ch 1988) 11 Af3 
(preventing ...b5; 11 0-0-0 b5 12 a3 
Eb8 13 ixf6 ^xf6 14 g4 b4 15 axb4 
Exb4_16 g5 £ld7 17 #g3 d5 18 e5 
£3c5 ? Palkovi-Arsovid, Budapest 

1991) and now: 

3al) ll...h6 12 Axf6 £>xf6 (or 

12.. .1.xf6 13 0-0-0 Axc3 14 #xc3 
#xc3 15 bxc3 e5 16 g3 &e7 17 £)a5 
exf4 18 gxf4 g5 with equality, Nij- 
boer-Van der Wiel, Netherlands Ch 

1992) 13 0-0-0 e5 14 f5 b5 (14...i.d7 

15 &bl b5 16 £>d2 Sc8 17 h4 h5 18 
£)d5 <Sixd5 19 exd5 #66 = Ljubo- 
jevic-Kir.Georgiev, Novi Sad OL 
1990) 15 &bl i.b7 16 g4 Bc8 17 h4 
£>d7 18 4)d5 ±xd5 19 exd5 AdS = 
Hradek-Ftadnik, Brno 1992. 

3a2) ll...Eb8 and now: 

3a21) 12h4b5 (12...h5!?) 13 g4 
b4 14 &e2 a5 15 £>bd4 a4 (15...£>c5 

16 #e3 £>cxe4?! 17 Axe4 £>xe4 
18 jLxe7 <&xe7 19 #xe4 Abl 20 
#e3 Axhl 21 f5 e5 22 f6+! 4>d7 23 
fxg7 exd4 24 gxh8# dxe3 25 #xh7 


± Nijboer-De Boer, Wijk aan Zee 
1992) 16 #e3 #c5 17 a3!? h6 18 
jLxf6 jk.xf6 19 g5 jLd8! 20 axb4 
Sxb4 21 0-0-0 « Nijboer-Van Wely, 
Wijk aan Zee 1993. 

3a22) 12 0-0-0 b5 13 &xf6 (13 
*bl b4 14 <S)e2 a5 15 g4 a4 16 £>bd4 
#c5 17 e5!? dxe5 18 £>c6 e4! 19 
±xe4 Sb6 20 £ixe7 £a6 21 #f3 
&xe7 22 f5 Sc8 23 Ae 3 #e5 24 i.d3 
<*> Krakops-Novikov, Riga 1995) 
£)xf6 14 g4 b4 15 £>e2 e5 16 f5 £>d7 
17 <4?bl a5 18 £>g3 (18 h4 a4 19 
£)bcl £>c5 20 #d2 i.a6 21 g5 b3 22 
cxb3 axb3 23 a3 5)a4 24 4t)c3 £)xc3+ 
25 #xc3 #xc3 26 bxc3 = Groszpe- 
ter-Kir.Georgiev, Odorheiu Z1995) 
0-0 19 h4 a4 20 4ld2 a3 21 b3 £a6! 
22 #xa6 #c3 23 ^c4 £k:5 24 #a7 
#xf3 25 #xe7 #xg3 = Yudasin-Oll, 
Seville 1992. 

3b) 9...#c7 10 Af3 (10 #d2 is 
line 2a above) Ael (10...Bb8 11 
#d2 b5 12 0-0-0 h6 13 £h4 £>b6 14 
Bhel b4 15 £ie2 £lc4 16 #d3 ±e7 
17 £ted4 e5 18 £tf5 &xf5 19 exf5 ± 
Luther-Weber, Bundesliga 1990/1) 
11 #d3 transposes to 3a above. 

3c) 9...h6 10 i.h4 #e3 11 #d2 
#xd2+ 12 &xd2 b5 13 a3 Abl 14 
Af3 Sc8 15 Sael g5 16 fxg5 £ih7 
17 g6 fxg6 18 Ag4 Ael 19 Axel 
&xel 20 5)d4 ± Ginsburg-Nevos- 
truev, Smolensk 1992. 

4) 9 #e2 #c7 (after 9...h6, 10 
Axf6 £)xf6 11 g3 Ael 12 Ag2 #c7 
13 0-0-0 e5 14 h4 0-0 15 f5 b5 <*> is 
Gufeld-Palatnik, USSR 1981 while 
10 JLh4 will probably transpose to 
the main line of this note) 10 0-0-0 
(D) (10 g3 b5 11 0-0-0 b4 12 <53bl 
£lxe4? 13 #xe4 Abl 14 #c4! ± 
Luther-Touzane,Lippstadt 1994; 10 
g4 b5 11 Ag2 M 12 Axi6 gxf6 13 e5 
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bxc3! 14 Axa8 cxb2 15 Hdl dxe5 16 
f5 Ab4+ 17 *f 1 £>b6 + Mi.Tseitlin- 
Bangiev, Odessa 1971) and now: 



4a) 10...H6 11 Ah4 Ae7 12 Ag3 
(alternatives will probably transpose 
to 4b or 4c) e5 13 f5 b5 14 Af2 Ab7 

15 *bl?! (15 a3) b4 16 £>d5 £>xd5 
17 exd5 Sc8! ¥ Velimirovi6-Mar- 
janovid, Yugoslavia 1977. 

4b) 10...b5 (this section contains 
mostly lines in which ...b5 and a3 are 
played; for other variations see line 
4c) 11 a3 (11 g4 b4 {1 l...Ae7 trans¬ 
poses to line 4c3) 12 £>bl Ab7 13 
Ag2 Hc8 14 2d2 Ae7 15 2hdl e5 = 
Hage-Langeveld, corr 1991) Ab7 
(ll...Ae7 may be met by 12 g4 2b8 

13 Ag2 b4 14 axb4 2xb4 15 Ah4 

£}c5 16 &xc5 «xc5 17 2d3 5 18 

*bl Ab7 19 g5 £>d7 20 Ael Wb6 
21 £M1 £>c5 22 Axb4 £>xd3 23 Ad2 
<£>c5 24 f5 « Mikhailov-Sorokin, corr 
1977 or 12 g3 h6 {12...Ab7 trans¬ 
poses to the main line} 13 Ah4 Ab7 

14 Ag2 2c8 15 2hel g5 16 fxg5 
hxg5 17 Axg5 2xh2 18 Ah4 4te5 ¥ 
Kunte-Kohler, corr 1983) and now: 

4bl) 12 g3 Ae7 13 Ag2 £>b6 
(13...h6 14 Axf6 £>xf6 15 e5 dxe5 

16 £>xb5 ®b6 17 £>d6+ Axd6 18 
2xd6 #xd6 19 Axb7 2a7 20 fxe5 


Wb6 21 Axa6 ®xa6 22 ^xa6 2xa6 
23 exf6 gxf6 24 c4 « Ljubojevi6- 
Browne, Buenos Aires 1980) 14 
£}a5 £}a4 15 £lxb7 £\xc3 16 bxc3 e5 

17 fxe5 dxe5 18 Axf6 gxf6 19 2d3 
Axa3+ 20 *bl #xb7 21 2hdl « 
E.Karlsson-Raymaekers, corr 1980. 

4b2) 12 g4 2c8 13 Ah4 (13 Ag2 
Ae7 14 Ah4 h6 15 Ag3 £>c5 16 
£>xc5 Wxc5 17 2hel <ftd7 18 e5 
Axg2 19 #xg2 d5 20 f5 b4 21 axb4 
®xb4 22 f6 gxf6 23 exf6 Axf6 24 
®xd5 0-0 ¥ Barczay-Rashkovsky, 
Sochi 1979) £>b6 14 g5 £>fd7 15 f5 
e5 16 Af2 £>c4 17 2d3 £>db6 18 
Ah3 £ia4 19 £>xa4 bxa4, Grab- 
czewski-Tal, Lublin 1974, 20 f6! ±. 

4b3) 12 Ah4! Ae7 13 Ael (13 
&bl Sc8 14 g4 £ixe4 15 &xe4 
Axe4 16 Wxe4 Axh4 17 Ad3 d5 

18 ®f3 ¥ Gromotka-Scholcin, corr 
1983) 0-0 14 *bl Sfd8 15 g4! ^c5 
16 Ag2 £>xb3 17 cxb3 Ac6 18 g5 
£>d77! (18...£>e8!7) 19 £>d5! exd5 
20 exd5 Ab7 21 ^xe7 ± Telbis- 
Popescu, Romanian Ch 1989. 

4c) 10...Ae7 and now: 

4cl) 11 Ah4 b5 12 a3 Ab7 trans¬ 
poses to line 4b3 above. 

4c2) 11 g3 h6 (ll...b5 12 Ag2 
Ab7 13 e5! dxe5 14 fxe5 £ld5 15 
Axe7 £}xc3 16 bxc3 Axg2 17 Ad6 
Wb7 18 Shfl! Axfl 19 Sxfl ± 
L.Bronstein-Quinteros, Argentine 
Ch 1975) 12 Ah4(12 Axf6 Axf6 13 
Sd3 b5 14 Ag2 Sb8 15 Shdl Ae7 
16 £d4 0-0 17 g4 b4 18 £ia4 £ic5 ¥ 
Kretek-Trichkov, Czech Cht 1993) 
b5 13 Ag2 Sb8 14 Shel b4 (or 
14...Ab7 15 a3 £>b6 16 g4 g5! 17 
Ag3 gxf4 18 Axf4 £>c4 ¥ Martin- 
ovic-Marjanovic, VrnjaCka Banja 
1976) 15 £>d5 (15 £>bl?! e5 16 £>3d2 
0-0 17 £tfl a5 18 ^e3 He8 19 Ah3? 
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b3! and Black is distinctly better, 
Martinovic-Vaisman, Stara Pazova 
1981) exd5 16 exd5 0-0 17 Wxrt 
2e8 18 #xe8+ £ixe 8 19 2xe8+ £tf8 
¥ Loh-Soltau, corr 1975. 

4c3) 11 g4 h6 (11 ...b5 12 i.g2 
2b8 13 i.h4 h6 14 Ag3 £ib6 15 e5 
dxe5 16 fxe5 £ifd7 17 £id4 i.b7 18 
A.xb7 ®xb7 19 fort ± Chiburdan- 
idze-Azmaiparashvili, USSR 1981) 
12 JLh4 (12 J.xf6 i.xf6 13 Sd3 g5? 
14 e5! dxe5 15 f5 £ic5 16 £)xc5 
Wxc5 17 £ie4 Wrt 18 Wf3 exf5 19 
gxf5 2g8 20 Ah3 ± Riabchonok- 
Psakhis, Volgograd 1977) g5 13 fxg5 
(13 e5 dxe5 14 fxg5 £>h7 15 i.g2 
hxg5 16 Ag3 ^3hf8 17 Ae4 2g8 18 
fod2 2b8 19 fort f6 20 h4 gxh4 21 
Jkxh4 b5 + Boudre-Renet, French 
Cht 1991) £lh7 14 Ag3 hxg5 15 e5 
(15 h4 gxh4 16 Axh4 £)g5 17 ^bl 
£)e5 18 Ag2 2g8 19 Ag3 i.d7 20 
2h5 0-0-0 21 Af4 2g7 ¥ Malevin- 
sky-Doroshkevich, USSR 1976) 
£ke5 16 £>e4 (16 2d4 i.d7 17 Ag2 
2c8 18 2el b5 19 £>e4 fof6 20 
£ixd6+ JiLxd6 21 2xd6 #xd6 22 
.&xe5 'Mel 23 2fl 2h6 « Staven- 
hagen-Schwibbe, corr 1989) d5 17 
iLg2 dxe4 18 ®xe4 jLf6 19 2del 
£if8 20 2hfl Ag7 21 £xe5 £.xe5 
22 I'xeS #xe5 23 2xe5 2xh2 24 
Art £ih7 25 £ia5 4>e7 26 2c5 fof6 
27 2c7+ <&d6 28 2xf6 <4>xc7 29 
2xf7+ &d8 (29...*d6 30 £ic4+ 
*c5 31 2c7+ <&d4 32 Ag6 2h6 33 
c3+ <&>d5 34 £ib6+ &d6 35 fox a8 
jfe.d7 36^.e4 1-0 Canova-Carvalho, 
corr 1988) 30 £ic4 e5 31 £sb6 2b8 
32 2f8+ <Ac 7 with equality, Kuprei- 
chik-Tal, USSR Ch 1979. 

Going back to the main line after 
9 Kf3 (D): 

9 ... i.e7 



Or 9..Mc7 and now: 

1) 10i.d3b5 110-0(lla3£.e7 
12 ±h4 h6! 13 i.f2 g5! 14 g3 Ab7 
15 0-0-0 2g8 162hel gxf4 17 gxf4 
£)c5 18 2gl 0-0-0 = Grinfeld-Sze- 
kely, Groningen 1975) ,&b7 12 2ael 
b4 13 fort Art 14 &hl 0-0 15 ®h3 
2fe8 16 £.xf6 foxf6 17 fog3 e5 18 
fxe5 dxe5 19 £)f5 AW 20 2e3 g6 21 
Ith4 foh5 22 Sh3 #d8 ¥ I.Almasi- 
Vaulin, Budapest 1991. 

2) 10 f5 Ae 7 1 1 Art foe5 12 
#h3 b5 13 a3 Sb8 14 0-0-0 b4 15 
axb4 Sxb4 16 Sd4 foc6 17 2xb4 
<S)xb4 18 2dl e5 19 i.d3 i.b7 20 
jLd2 h6 = Van der Wiel-Sunye Neto, 
Graz 1981. 

3) 10 .&xf6 £)xf6 11 g4 b5 (or 

11.. .g6 12 Ag2 Ag7 13 0-0-0 £)d7 
14 h4 h5 15 g5 £ib6 16 f5 Art 17 
2hfl foc4 18 ±h3 b5 19 £>d4! b4 
20 focrt t Dementiev-Peresypkin, 
USSR 1972) 12 a3 i.b7 13 g5 fodl 
14 0-0-0 g6 15 h4 2c8 16 2h2 £>b6 
17 fod4 d5 18 exd5 Ad6 19 &bl 
®xd5 20 fort Axf4 ¥ Pavlov-Kav- 
alek, Halle Z 1963. 

4) 10 0-0-0 b5 (10...±e7 and 

10.. .h6 11 JLh4 Art transpose to the 
main line) and now: 

4a) Ha3Ab7(11...2b812i.xf6 
£sxf6 13 2d4 Art 14 Art 0-0 15 g4 
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e5 16 <S3d5 <S3xd5 17 Sxd5 b4 18 a4 
Ab7 with a clear plus for Black, 
Bakalarz-Loginov, Wisla 1992) 12 
Axf6 (12 g4 Ae7 13 Axf6 <S3xf6 14 
g5 £>d7 15 Sgl g6 16 #h3 -S)c5 17 
£sd2 Ec8 18i.d3 d5 19 exd5 £>xd3+ 

20 #xd3 exd5 ? Westerinen-Minev, 
Halle Z 1963) £>xf6 13 f5 exf5 
(13...e5 14 g4 h6 15 h4 #b6 16 Ag2 
Ae7 17 g5 4kl7 18 f6! gxf6 19 gxh6 
Sxh6 20 Ah3 « Ciocaltea-Najdorf, 
Havana 1962; 13...d5!? 14 fxe6 dxe4 
15 exf7+ *xf7 16 #f2 Axa3 17 
Axb5 Ehd8 18 fihfl?? #xc3 0-1 
Cotofan-Popescu, corr 1987) 14 #xf5 
Ae7 15 -SM5 £>xd5 16 exd5 Af6! 17 
Ad3 Ae5 18 h4 Axd5! 19 Axb5+ 
axb5 20 Hxd5 0-0 + Ciocaltea-Trin- 
gov, Sofia 1962. 

4b) llAd3Ab7(ll...b412£\e2 
Ab7 13 *bl Ae7 14 g4 a5 15 Axf6 
Axf6 16 Ab5 Ed8 17 <S)g3 Wb6 18 
Axd7+ Sxd7 19 £>h5 a4 20 £)xf6+ 
gxf6 21 -S)d4 = Kostadinov- Petrov, 
corr 1990) 12 Shel Ae7 13 a3 (13 
g4 b4 14 <S)e2 a5 15 &bl 0-0 16 #h3 
e5 17 Axf6 Axf6 18 g5 Ae7 19 £)g3 
g6 20 <S)f5 gxf5 21 exf5 Sfe8 22 f6 
e4 23 Sxe4 Axe4 24 Axe4 -S)xf6 25 
gxf6 Axf6 26 Sgl+ *f8 27 #h6+ 
1-0 Celis-Juarez, Villa Balester 1996; 
13 #h3 b4 14 <S)e2 -S3xe4?! {14...a5 
= } 15 Axe7 <i?xc7 16 f5 « Yudasin- 
Yoffe, USSR 1979) h6 (13...Sc8 14 
#g3 h6 {14...e5 15 *bl £)h5? 16 
Wfg4 £>xf4 17 Axf4 exf4 18 -S)d5! ± 
Westerinen-O’Kelly de Galway, Ha¬ 
vana 1967} 15 Ah4 g5 16 fxg5 Sg8 
= 17 #f4?? hxg5 0-1 Pax-Puth, Ket- 
tig 1994; 13...0-0-0 14 #e2 h6 15 
Ah4 g5 16 Ag3 Shg8 17 <S?bl g4 18 
Ah4 <S)c5 19 <S3xc5 dxc5 20 e5 £3d5 

21 £sxd5 Axd5 22 Axe7 #xe7 23 
c4 ± Triebskorn-Schoppmeyer, corr 


1988) 14 #113 0-0-0 15 Ah4 g5 16 
Ag3, Ivanez Rico-Popescu, corr 1991, 
16...g4! 17#h4h5 +. 

5) 10 a4 (D) and now: 



5a) 10...b6 11 Ad3 Ab7 12 0-0 
Jte7 (12...g6 13 Ef2 Ag7 14 Safi 
0-0 15 #h3 -S3c5 16 f5 -S3fd7 17 
£)xc5 #xc5 Howell-Sowray, Lon¬ 
don Lloyds Bank 1994,18Ae3! We5 

19 Af4 ±) 13 Sael (13 #h3 h6 14 
Ah4 0-0 15 -S3d4 #c5 16 Af2 #h5 
17 #g3 #g4 18 #e3 ± Sax-Nunn, 
Hastings 1977) 0-0 (13...h6 14 Ah4 
g5 15 Ag3 gxf4 16 Axf4 <S)e5 17 
#e2 <S)fd7 18 -S3d2 Ag5 19 Ag3 h5 

20 S)f3 Af6 21 <S3xe5 Axe5 ± Renet- 
H.Olafsson, Reykjavik 1992) 14#h3 
e5 15 £sd5 (15 &hl Bfe8 16 -S3d2! 
£)f8 17 Ac4 exf4?! 18 Axf4 <S)g6 19 
Ag5 Ac8 20 #g3 Ae6 21 Axf6! 
Axf6 22 £id5 Axd5 23 Axd5 Had8 
24 c3 ± Stein-Parma, Lvov 1962) 
Axd5 16 exd5 Bfe8 17 £kl2 g6 18 f5 
#d8 19 fxg6 fxg6 20 Se3 £tf8 21 
Sef3 436d7 22 Ah6 £>f6 23 -S3e4 
£)xe4 24 Axe4 ± Shabalov-Cha- 
ch£re, Geneva 1992. 

5b) 10...Ae7 11 Ad3 h6 12 #h3 
(12 Ah4 <S)xe4) Eg8 (12...-S3c5 13 
<S)xc5 #xc5 14 Ah4 0-0 15 Af2 
#c6 16 0-0{16 #f3 b6 17 0-0 Ab7 
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18 Sael fodl 19 Wg3 Af6 20 Ae3 
Axc3 21 bxc3 Wxc3 + Haag-Bar- 
czay, Salgotarjan 1967} e5 17 f5 d5 
18 £>xd5 £ixd5 19 exd5 Wxd5 20 
Sadi e4 21 Axa6 We5 22 Ac4 Axf5 
23 Wb3 = Kantchev-Kaliwoda, corr 
1988) and now: 

5bl) 13 Ah4 g5 14 fxg5 hxg5 15 
Af2 g4 (15...£>e5 16 0-0-0 b6 17 
Shel Sb8 18 Agl g4 19 We3 £>fd7 
20 4?bl 4)c5 = G.Schmidt-Norotmy, 
corr 1981; 15...b6 160-0^e5 17We3 
Sb8 18 We2 Wb7 19 $3d2 £>fd7 20 
Ag3 g4 21 Sf2 Sg7 22 Safi ± 
Gufeld-Suetin, USSR Ch 1966) 16 
We3 £>e5 17 0-0 Sh8 18 Ag3 hh5 19 
a5 Chxg3 20 hxg3 Ad7 and Black is 
distinctly better, G.Schmidt-Witt- 
man, corr 1976. 

5b2) 13 Axf6 Axf6 14 0-0 Ax c3 
(14...£k5 15 Sael Axc3 16 bxc3 
Ad7 17 e5 0-0-018 We3 £lxa4 19 c4 
Ac6 20 exd6 Bxd6 ? Gipslis-Minic, 
Lvov 1962) 15 bxc3 Wxc3 16 Sadi 
(16 e5 dxe5 17 fxe5 Wxe5 18 Sael 
Wd6 is more critical) Wc7 17 4)d2 
£lb6 18 Sal a5 19 Wg3 Ad7 20 e5 
Ac6! T Villun-Sorokin, corr 1970. 

We now continue with the main 
line after 9...Ae7 (D): 



White may also play to castle 
kingside by 10 Ad3 (10 Ae2 Wc7 11 
a4 h6 12 Wh3 Sg8 13 Ah4 g5 14 
fxg5 hxg5 15 Af2 b6 16 We3 Ab7 
17 Ag3 &e5 18 0-0-0 Bc8 19 Sd4 
Chfdl = Ljubojevic-Quinteros, Lina¬ 
res 1981) and now: 

1) 10...h6 11 Wh3 (not 11 Ah4? 
hxeA 12 Axe7 £jxc 3 13 Axd6 Wxd6 

14 bxc3 £sf6 +) £>g4 (11 ...£>c 5? 12 
0-0-0 £ixd3+ 13 Sxd3 Sg8 14 Axf6 
gxf6 15 f5 Ad7 16 fxe6 fxe6 17 
Wh5+ &d8 18 £ld4 ± Suetin-Sakh- 
arov, USSR 1977; 1 l...Sg8 12 Ah4 
g5 13 Af2 Wc7 14 g3 b5 15 a3 h5 16 
0-0-0 Ab7 17 Shel £>c5 18 £>xc5 
dxc5 19 e5 £lg4 20 Agl Af3 21 
Ae4 Axe4 22 £)xe4 ± Schmidt-Nie- 
mynski, corr 1980) 12 Axe7 Wf2+ 

13 *dl £le3+ 14 <&cl *xe7 15 g3 
g5 16 £>dl £>xdl 17 &xdl £>f6 18 
Sfl We3 = Kubler-Grabowski, corr 
1975. 

2) 10...Wc7 and now: 

2a) 11 a4 h6 12 Wh3 £>c5 (or 
12...Sg8 13 Ah4 g5 14 fxg5 hxg5 15 
Af2 g4 16 We3 £le5 17 Ae2 Ad7 18 
Chd2 Ac6 19 Sfl d5 20 Ag3 dxe4 
21 Wd4 Chid! 22 Che 4 f6 23 £>xe4 
Axe4 24 Wxe4 ± Drzycimski-Kwo- 
lek, corr 1991) 13 a5 Ad7 14 f5 0-0-0 

15 Ae3 d5 16 exd5 exd5 17 0-0 
She8 18 < S?hl = Joecks-Magerra- 
mov, Budapest 1989. 

2b) 11 0-0 Sb8 (ll...b5 12 Axf6 
Axf6 13 e5 Ab7 14 Ae4 d5 15 
Axd5 exd5 16 exf6 5)xf6 17 Sfel+ 
^f8 18 4M4 ± Pinkas-Kosek, Karv- 
ina 1992) 12 Sael b5 13 4>hl Ab7 

14 a3 h6 15 Wh3 Bg8 16 Axf6 Axf6 
17 f5 e5 18 Sdl £sb6 ® Quang- 
Sleisz, Aggtelek 1993. 

2c) 11 Ah4 b5 12 a3 Ab7 13 0-0 
0-0 14 Wh3 (14 Af2 Chc5 15 Chx c5 


10 0 - 0-0 
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dxc5 16 Sfdl? c4 17 ±e2 £)xe4 18 
£ixe4 f5 + Klein-Otto, corr 1985; 14 
We2 4)c5 15 £)xc5 dxc5 16 .&xf6 
±xf6 17 e5 ±e7 18 Ae4 f5 19 exf6 
Bxf6 20 fiael ,&xe4 21 #xe4 Baf8 
22 g3 c4 = Selke-Gerold, corr 1982) 
e5 15 Bael (15 Bf3 £>c5 16 £>xc5 
)txc5+ 17 'A’hl ®c8 18 f5 tti7 19 
g4 d5 20 i.xf6 ±xf6 21 exd5 &xd5 
= Mehner-Adam, corr 1983) £)c5 16 
£>xc5 Wxc5+ 17 ^hl b4 18 axb4 
#xb4 19 ±xf6 i.xf6 20 £id5 i.xd5 
21 exd5 g6 = Heinrich-Franke, corr 
1973. 

10 ... ®c7 (D) 

Or 10...h6 11 ,&h4 and now: 

1) U...VU7 12 i.g3 (12 £.d3 g5 
is better for Black than the corre¬ 
sponding line of the Browne System, 
while 12 g4? g5 is absurd; 12 $Le2 
transposes into the following note) 
b5 13 e5 Ab7 14 #e2 £)d5 (this is 
better than 14...dxe5 15 fxe5 £>h7 16 
£>e4! Ag5+ 17 &bl 0-0 18 h4 ^.e7 
19 4ld6, Karpov-Quinteros, Lenin¬ 
grad IZ 1973, and now 19...Ac6 or 
19...Ead8 ±) 15 £)xd5 J&.xd5 16 Bxd5 
exd5 17 e6 £lf6 18 exf7+ *xf7 19 
«ff3«. 

2) ll...g5 12 Af2 (12 fxg5 4)e5 
13 We2 £>fg4 14 £)d4 hxg5 15 &g3 
i.d7 16 #d2 Wc5 17 i.e2 0-0-0 18 
&xg4 £>xg4 19 Bhfl ±e8 20 We2 
£>e5 = Krakops-Zagorskis, Berlin 
Summer 1993) Wc7 13 g3 b5 14 
Ad3 (14 a3 Ab7 15 ±h3 Bc8 16 
We2 #c4 17 Wxc4 Sxc4 18 -S)a5 
Bxc3 19 £sxb7 Bc7 20 £)xd6+ i.xd6 
21 Bxd6 4)xe4 f Hausner-Ftadnik, 
Hradec Kralove 1981; 14 Jig2 Bb8 
15 Bhel! b4 16 £>bl e5 17 £>ld2 
a5 18 *bl a4 19 £\cl £)c5 20 f5 g4 
21 tW i.a6 22 ±fl « £)d5? 23 
exd5 $Lg5 24 Wxc5 dxc5 25 jLxa6 ± 


Tukmakov-Bukhover, Ukrainian 
Ch 1963)i.b7(14...b4!?154le2i.b7 
16i.d4) 15 a3 foc5 (15...0-0-0!? 16 
*bl &b8 17 Bhel ±) 16 &bl Bc8?! 
(16...0-0-01?) 17 Bhel £bcd318cxd3 
e5 19 fxe5! dxe5 20 d4 ± Lutikov- 
Bannik, USSR Ch 1961. 



11 Ad3 

There is a wide range of other 
moves: 

1) 11 a4 (this has an odd appear¬ 
ance when White has castled queen- 
side, but it is not so easy to exploit 
the weakening of White’s king posi¬ 
tion) h6 12 Ah4 g5 13 fxg5 <§e5 14 
Wf2 £Tg4 15 %1 Ad7 16 h3 £>g6 
17 Ael Axg5+ 18 Ad2 <*> Chibur- 
danidze-Nunn, London Lloyds Bank 
1985. 

2) 11 <4>bl Hb8 (ll...b5 12 a3 
Ab7 13 f5?! £>e5 14 Wf4 exf5 15 
Axf6 Axf6 16 »xf5 0-0 17 g4 £>c4 
¥ Prevot-Th6bault, French Ch 1987) 
12 Ad3 b5 13 Shel b4 14 £>e2 Ab7 

15 £>g3 h6 16 Axf6 £>xf6 17 £>h5 
*f8 18 £>xf6 Axf6 19 Wh5 e5 20 
Hfl <*>Haag-Barczay, Hungary 1969. 

3) 11 f5 b5 12 Axf6 &xf6 13 
fxe6 fxe6 14 e5 Ab7 15 Wh3 dxe5 

16 #xe6 Ac8 17 £>d5 £>xd5 18 
#xd5 Ab7 19 We6 Ac8 20 Wd5 
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A.b7 V 2 -V 2 Liberzon-Byrne, Geneva 
1977. 

4) 11 i.h4 b5 12 a3 i.b7 13 Ad3 
(13 £M4 £>xe4? 14 £ixe4 i.xh4 15 
fixd 6 + #xd 6 16 #xb7 #xf4+ 17 
^bl #b 8 18 We4 t Posylek-Blain, 
corr 1989) h 6 (13...£>c5 14 *bl 
0-0-0 15 i.f2 &b 8 16 #e2 £>fd7 17 
Shel i.f 6 18 £>xc5 4)xc5 19 e5 
<hxd3 20 Sxd3 dxe5 21 fxe5 = Vet- 
Icr-H.Schneider, corr 1988) 14 if2 
u5 15 g3 g4 16 #e2 £>c5 17 £>d4 
foxd3+ 18 Sxd3 d5 19 e5 £>e4 20 
<hxe4 dxe4 21 Sc3 ± Demitrov- 
Oncy, corr 1973. 

5) 11 g4 (D) and now: 



5a) ll...b5 12 i.xf 6 (12 £d3 i.b7 
13 Shel h 6 14 i.h4 b4 15 £>e 2 a5 16 
£>ed4 £>c5 17 £>xc5 dxc5 18 £>b5 
Wb 6 19 We2 Sd 8 20 e5 £>d5 21 
ig3 4)c7 22 £>xc7+ #xc7 23 i.c4 ± 
Timmerman-Houtman, corr 1983) 
£>xf 6 ( 12 ...gxf 6 13 f5 {13 a3 Sb 8 14 
i.e2 b4 15 axb4 Sxb4 16 Sd4 Sxd4 
17 ^xd4 i.b7 = Bagirov-Van den 
Berg, Beverwijk 1965} £>e5 14 Wh3 
id7 15 £>d4 b4 16 £>ce2 Wa5 17 
sfebl £)c 6 18 £>xc 6 i.xc 6 19 4)d4 
Sc 8 20 fxe 6 fxe 6 21 g5 fxg5 22 
Wh5+ <&d7 23 i.h3 ± Mnatsakan- 
ian-A.Petrosian, Erevan 1982) 13 g5 


£id7 (this is a standard position, but 
with the knight on b3 instead of d4, 
a difference that favours Black) 14 
a3 (14 i.d3 b4 15 £>e2 i.b7 16 &bl 
0-0-0 17 c3 ®b 6 18 cxb4 ®xb4 19 
£)ed4 thc5 20 £>xc5 dxc5 21 £>c2 
Wa4 = Nowak-Michalski, corr 1991; 
14 f5 b4 15 £>e2 i.xg5+ 16 *bl 
£>e5 17 #h5 We7 18 Sgl ii 6 19 
£>f4 g 6 20 We2 i.d7 21 £>d4 0-0 22 
fxe 6 fxe 6 23 i.h3 <&h 8 24 £tfxe 6 
Sf7 V 2 -V 2 Presznyak-Szekely, Hun¬ 
gary Cht 1991) Sb 8 15 h4 b4 16 
axb4 Sxb4 17 Sd4 Sxd4 18 £ixd4 
#b 6 19 £>b3 i.b7 20 h5 £>c5 21 
i.c4 * Akopian-Collinson, Oakham 
1992. 

5b) II...I 16 and now: 

5bl) 12i.xf6i.xf6 13^e2(13 
e5 dxe5 14 f5 exf5 15 gxf5 i.g5+ 16 
*bl £>f 6 17 h4 i.f4 18 Sel 0-0 19 
i.d3 i.d7 + Dobrovolsky-Ftadnik, 
Czechoslovakia Ch 1982) £ic5 14 
h4 i.d7 15 g5 i.e7 16 *bl 0-0-0 17 
i.h3 <&b 8 18 £>c3 g 6 19 Shgl hxg5 
20 hxg5 Sc 8 21 Bd2 b5 V 2 -V 2 Thip- 
say-Spassov, New Delhi 1984. 

5b2) 12 i.h4 g5 13 fxg5 £>e5 
(13...£>h7 14g6fxg6 15 i.xe7 &xe7 
16 We3 £>g5 17 i.e2 £tf7 18 Bhfl 
b5 19 Wf2 ± Foldi-Nagy, Hungary 
Cht 1992) 14 #g3 £tfxg4 15 gxh 6 
i.xh4 (15...Sxh6 16 i.xe7 #xe7 17 
i.e2 i.d7 18 i.xg4 #g5+ 19 *bl 
Wxg4 20 ®e3 Sg 6 21 #d4 with a 
clear White advantage, McDonald- 
Loskutov, Budapest 1996) 16 ®xh4 
Sxh 6 17 Wg3 i.d7 18 i.e2 Bg 6 19 
h4! 0 - 0-0 20 h5 Sgg 8 21 Sh4! ± 
Nikitin-A.Petrosian, Dortmund 1993. 

6 ) 11 Wg3 and now: 

6 a) ll...b5 12 i.xf 6 5^xf6 (or 
12...i.xf6!? 13 i.xb5 0-0) 13 e5 (13 
#xg7!? Sg 8 14 Wh 6 ) dxe5 14 fxe5 
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£>d7 15 £xb5 axb5 16 £\xb5 1^6! 

17 #xg7 Sf8 18 £)d6+ i.xd6 19 
exd6 and now: 

6 al) 19...Hxa2 20 Shel (20 &bl 
Sa7 21 Shel 43b8 22 #xh7 <£c6 23 
Wgl i.d7 24 h4 £>a5 25 4kl4 £>c6 
26 £>b3 £\a5 27 4M4 4fc6 V 2 -V 2 
Shabalov-de Firmian, US Ch 1996) 
£\b8! 21 1 txh7 £)c6 22 £>bl (22 
®d3 ±) #a7 23 We4 £d7 24 h4 #a4 

25 fU5 Sg8 26 h5! &f8 - Curtacci- 
Mantyla, corr 1993. 

6a2) 19...4)c5 20 4)xc5 #xc5 21 
®f6 Sa7 22 Shel Sd7 23 Wf4 ib7 
24 Be5 Wc6 25 Wb4 «?xg2 26 Bc5 
Bg8 + Shabalov-Magerramov, USSR 
Ch 1991. 

6a3) 19...We3+ 20 *bl ®e5 21 
Wg4 h5 22 'S r h4 #f6 23 «xh5 Bh8 
24 *g4 £b7 25 Shel Wh4 26 Wg7 
^6 27 Wg3 * Kamsky-I.Gurevich, 
USA Ch 1991. 

6 b) ll...h6 12 i.xf6 (12 £h4 g5! 
13 fxg5 Bg8) $L.xf6 13 e5 dxe5 14 
4)e4 exf4 15 4ixf'6+ gxf6 16 #g7 
Sf8 and now: 

6 bl) 17 Ad3 &e7 (17...D 18 gxf3 
Wf4+ 19 *bl £>e5 20 i.e4 &d7 21 
±xb7 Ba7 22 4ic5 ± ii.c6? 23 £ixe6! 
1-0 Crusi More-Noble, corr 1993) 

18 Shel £>e5 19 Wxh6 i.d7 20 *bl 
4)xd3 21 Bxd3 Bh8 —+ Bendana- 
Hertel, corr 1993. 

6b2) 17 4)d4 4)b6 (17...Wa5 18 
iLd3 4 )c 5 19 £c4 Ad7 20 «fxf6 
4)e4 21 Wxf4 Wg5 22 #xg5 hxg5 23 
Shel ± Epishin-A.Petrosian, Dau¬ 
gavpils 1989) 18 Ae2 i.d7 19 #xf6 
Sc8 (19...£>d5 20 4)xe6 &xe6 21 
Sxd5 &xd5 22 Bel £e6 23 &h5! 
&d7 24 i.xf7! i.xf7 25 Se7+ &c8 

26 Sxc7+ &xc7 27 « r xf4+ «) 20 
&f3 4)c4 21 *bl (21 Shel!?) e5 22 
Shel 4)e3 23 c3 Sd8 24 43c2 £\xdl 


25 Ah5! 43e3 26 4)xe3 fxe3 27 Bxe3 
±f5+! 28 WxfS Sd6 29 #xe5+ &d8 
30 Wgl Se8 31 Bxe8+ *xe8 32 
#g8+ &d7 33 #xf7+ &c6 34 Af3+ 
&b6 35 #xc7+ <£>xc7 36 &c2 V 2 -V 2 
Epishin-Portisch, Reggio Emilia 
1991. 

7) 11 jLe2 (D) and now: 



7a) 11...H6 12 i.h4 (12 #h3 0-0 
13 £h4 43c5 14 £>xc5 dxc5 15 We3 
4)g4 16 i.xg4 i.xh4 17 ±£3 ± Ros- 
inski-Mendys, corr 1992) g5 13 fxg5 
43e5 14 #e3 (14 Wf2 4tfg4 15 £.xg4 
£)xg4 16 «f4 4)e5 17 gxh6!? £>g6 
18 £xe7 &xf4 19 Axd6 Wb6 20 
Axf4 « Timman-Hulak, Amster¬ 
dam 1977) £}fg4 15 &xg4 £}xg4 16 
Wd2 hxg5 17 JLxg5 iLxg5 18 Wxg5 
£>e5 19 h4 ± Sax-Djuki6, Yugoslavia 
1971. 

7b) ll...b5 12 £xf6 (12 a3 ±b7 
13 #e3 Sc8 14 &d4 0-0 15 2d2 
2fe8 16 g4 #c5 17 h4 e5 18 fxe5 
dxe5 19 £if5 Wxe3 20 Axe3 T Ny- 
man-Tolush, corr 1962; 12 e5 Ab7 
13 Wg3 dxe5 14 fxe5 £\e4 15 £}xe4 
Axe416 Ad3 Axd3 17 2xd3 Axg5+ 
V 2 -V 2 Kr.Georgiev-Szekely, Plovdiv 
1981) £>xf6 13 e5 &b7 14 Wg3 (14 
exf6? Axf3 15 £xf3 Axf6 16 &xa8 
Axc3 17 bxc3 d5 -+) dxe5 15 fxe5 
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$)d7 16 Af3 (16 Bxd7?! 4?xd7! 17 
#xg7 Saf8 18 Ah5 b4 19 Axf7 bxc3 
-+ Szabo-Quinteros, Amsterdam 
1973) 0-0 17 ixb7 (17 Bhel Axf3 
18 gxf3 b4 19 £sbl Sfc8 20 £sd4 
#a5 21 £>xe6 fxe6 22 Sxd7 #a4 23 
Bd2 #xa2 + Poleszczuk-Kotenko 
USSR 1979) #xb7 18 Bhel Sac8 19 
u3 #c7 20 *bl £>b6 21 Sd3 Sfd8 
22 Bf3 “53 c4 + Zugzwang-A.Petxo- 
sian, Lippstadt 1993. 

Now we return to the main line af¬ 
ter 11 Ad3 (D): 



11 ... b5 

Or ll...h6 and now: 

1) 12 h4 b5 (taking the bishop is 
also possible) 13 iLxf6 £ixf6 14 g4 
h5 15 g5 £)g4 16 Shel Ab7 17 *bl 
g6 18 #g3 #b6 <*>Ivanovic-Szekely, 
Vukovar 1976. 

2) 12#h3b5(12...Sg8!?13 4)d4 
{13 ji.h4 g5 «>} hxg5 14 fxg5 5)e5 
15 gxf6 Jtxf6 ¥ Quednau-Adam, 
corr 1983) 13 a3 Sb8 (13...&b7 14 
Ah4 0-0-0 15 #e3 £>c5 16 «S)xc5 
dxc5 17 e5 <S)g4 18 #h3 £xh4 19 
#xg4 jLtZ 20 &e4 i.xe4 V 2 -V 2 Torre- 
Byrne, Reykjavik 1980) 14 f5?! 5)e5 
15 Ad2 b4 16 axb4 Bxb4 17 Shfl 
exf5 18 exf5 jLb7 ¥ Suba§ic-Mar- 
janovic, Zenica 1987. 


3) 12 JLh4 g5 and now: 

3a) 13 jk.g3 gxf4 14 jLxf4 £)e5 
15 #e2 b5 16 Bhfl (16 a3 Bb8 17 
Bhfl £)fd7 V 2 -V 2 Timman-Ljuboje- 
vic, Tilburg 1984) £sfd7 17 #h5 b4 

18 ±xe5 &xe5 19 £ie2 Ad7 20 

4)ed4 « Menon-Paulucci, corr 1986. 

3b) 13 fxg5 4ie5 14 #e2 £>fg4 

15 <5)d4 hxg5 16 ±g3 &d7 17 h3 
£sf6 18 £lf3 £>h5 19 Ah2 = Mor- 
gado-Demitrow, corr 1976. 

3c) 13 e5 gxh4 (13...dxe5 14 fxg5) 
14 exf6 5)xf6 15 f5 (15 Bhel Ad7 

16 f5 0-0-0 17 fxe6 fxe6 18 i.f5 e5 

19 a4 <S?b8 20 itxd7 Bxd7 + Kunter- 
mann-Jesinski, corr 1980) e5 16 Ae4 
Bg8 17 £>d2 Bb8 18 £>fl b5 19 <S)e3 
±b7 20 itxb7 #xb7 21 4ied5 S)xd5 
22 £>xd5 Ag5+ 23 *bl ± Rico-Paj- 
ares, corr 1989. 

12 a3 
Or: 

1) 12Axf6<2)xf613e5(13g4b4 

14 £ie2 Ab7 15 g5 £)d7 16 Bhel, 
Biriescu-Pavlov, Romanian Ch 1976, 
16...a5¥)&b7 14 Wg3 (14#e2 dxe5 

15 fxe5 £sd5 (15...£)d7 16 ±e4 
£.xe4 17 #xe4 0-0 18 Bhel Bfc8 19 
^bl 5)b6 ¥ Hirvonen-Ebeling, corr 
1985} 16 5)xd5 ±xd5 17 d?bl 0-0 18 
JLe4 Axe4 19#xe4 Bfd8 ¥ Forma- 
nek-Sunye Neto, Lone Pine 1978) 
dxe5 15 fxe5 £ih5 16 #e3 h6 17 h4 
g5 18 i’bl gxh4 19 £)xb5 axb5 20 
&xb5+ *f8 21 Bd7 #c8 22 Sfl 
<£g3 23 #14! £>xfl 24 Bxe7 Bh7 25 
#b4, Danailov-Guerra, Dortmund 
1980, 25...*g8 26 Ee8+ #xe8 27 
£.xe8 Jk.xg2 ¥• 

2 ) 12 Bhel and now: 

2a) 12..JLb7 13 #h3 (13 #g3 b4 
(13...h6 14 ±xf6 Axf6? 15 ±xb5 
axb5 16 £ixb5 #b6 17 £>xd6+ &f8 
18 £)xf7 &xf7 19 Sxd7+ i.e7 20 



194 Poisoned Pawn: Other Lines 


2xe7+ 1-0 Lehmann-Hallier, corr 
1982} 14 h615i.h4g5 16fxg5 

Hg8 17 Wh3 hxg5 18 Ml g4 19 Wh6 
£)xe4 20 jLe3, Kummerow-Klocker, 
Dortmund 1993,20...£rf2! —+) 0-0-0 
14 f5 e5 15 4b 1 4b8 16 g4 h6 17 
Ml £>c5 18 Wg3 2c8 19 2c 1 b4 20 
£>d5 £>xd5 21 exd5 .&g5 22 J.xg5 
hxg5 ¥ Yudasin-Marjanovic, Minsk 
1981. 

2b) 12...b4 13 £ie2 (or 13 i.xf6 

4) xf614 e5 .&b7 15 ^3e4 dxe5 16 fxe5 
£)xe4 17 .&xe4 JLxe4 18 Wxe4 0-0 
19 £>d4 2ac8 20 4bl 2fd8 ¥ Nij- 
boer-Van der Wiel, Wijk aan Zee 
1990) Ml 14 4bl (14 5)g3 £sc5 15 
£ixc5 Wxc5 16 f5 0-0-0 17 We 2 Wa5 
18 J.c4 2he8 19 e5 £d5 20 Mel 
2xe7 21 exd6 2xd6 22 We5 ± Olsen- 
Togeby, corr 1985) 4)c5?! 15 <S)xc5 
dxc5 16 i.xf6! £xf6 17 M4 0-0, 
Stolz-A.Petrosian, Germany 1993, 
18 We3 ± 

12 ... &b7 (D) 

12...2b8 13 2hel b4 14 axb4 
2xb4 15 4bl Jfc.b7 16 Wh3 £lc5 17 
£ia2?£ixd3 18i.xf62xb3 19i.xg7 

5) xel 20 Wxb3 2g8 with a winning 
position for Black, Ellison-Collin- 
son, Balatonbereny 1992. 



Or: 

1) 13 i.xf6 £sxf6 14 g4 2c8 15 
2hel <53d7 16 4bl £ib6 17 g5 £>c4 
18 <53e2 0-0 ¥ Ivanov-Adamski, Vrn- 
jacka Banja 1963. 

2) 13 4bl 0-0-0 14 We2 £>c5?! 
15 4ixc5 dxc5 16 e5 c4 17 Jie4 “53x64 
18 £>xe4 i.xe4 19 Wxe4 4b8 20 
Mel Wxel 21 2xd8+ Wxd8 22 
Wc6 ± Unzicker-Ellrich, German Ch 
1963. 

3) 13 2hfl 0-0-0 14 We2 £ic 5 15 
53xc5 dxc5 16 e5 “53d5 17 £)xd5 exd5 
18 £.xe7 Wxe7 19 c3 V 2 -V 2 Cuas- 
nicu-Quinteros, Buenos Aires 1975. 

4) 13 We2 h6 14 i.h4 g5 15 fxg5 
&h7 16 2hfl hxg5 17 &g3 £>hf6 18 
£id4 <?3e5 19 4bl <5Aid7 20 &f3 Wc 5 
21 h3 b4 22 axb4 Wxb4 23 Wf2 ± 
Liss-David, Tyniste 1995. 

5) 13 Wh3 0-0-0 14 Hhel h6 15 
4xf6 <53x16 16 4b 1 4b8 17 f5 e5 18 
Wf3 Sc8 19 £kl5 i.xd5 20 exd5 Wb6 
¥ Akopian-Van Wely, Cap d’Agde 
1996. 

13 ... 0-0-0 

Alternatively: 

1) 13...£>c5 14 Wh3 (14 4b 1 
0-0-0 15 f5 4)fxe4 16 £)xe4 ^.xg5 

17 #g4 ±h6 18 £)exc5 dxc5 19 fxe6 
4b8 20 jLe4 ± Okner-Pankevich, 
corr 1992) 0-0-0 15 £>xc5 dxc5 16 
e5 b4 (or 16...^d5 17 £>xd5 Md5 

18 Mel Wxe7 19 We3 Sd7 V 2 -V 2 
Spassky-Portisch, Tilburg 1979) 17 
£>bl <2)d5 18 Mel S)xe7 19 Wg4 
£>g6 20 g3 c4 21 Axg6 hxg6 22 
Sxd8+ 4xd8 with equality, S.Far- 
ago-Peredy, Budapest 1995. 

2) 13...h6 14 Wh3 and now: 

2a) 14...2c8 15 £)d4? (15 2e2!?) 
Wbb 16 4)xe6 fxe6 17 e5 dxe5 18 
JLg6+ 4d8 19 fxe5 “S)d5 20 Jtxe7+ 
£ixe7 21 2fiLf7 2xc3 22 Wxc3 M5 


13 2hel 
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23 ih5 2f8 + Kamsky-Ljubojevic, 
Buenos Aires 1994. 

2b) 14...0-0-0 15 ixf6 (15 ih4 
u5 16 if2 gxf4 17 ixb5 axb5 18 
foxb5 #c4 19 £>a7+ &b8 20 £>a5 
#a6 21 ®b3 » Masserey-Van Wely, 
Horgen 1995) £>xf6 (15...ixf6!? 16 
iLxb5! ixc3 17 ixd7+ 2xd7 18 
bxc3 with an edge for White) 16 
4hd5! £ixd5 17 exd5 ixd5 18 ixb5 
ib7 19i.fl d?b8 (19...if6!) 202d4! 
2c8 21 ®d3 d5 22 Wd2! Wb6 « Van 
dcr Wiel-Portisch, Rotterdam 1989. 

14 ®e2(D) 

14 f5 e5 15 ixf6 £>xf6 16 £>d5 
£ixd5 17 exd5 &b8 18 g3 2c8 19 h4 
if6 20 <&>bl ®b6 21 2c 1 2c7 22 
We4 2hc8 23 &a2 a5 ¥ Norgaard- 
Novikov, Copenhagen 1991. 



14 ... h6 

Alternatively: 


1) 14...&b8 15 &bl 2c8? 16 e5 
dxe5 17 fxe5 £ig8 18 ixe7 £3xe7 19 
ixb5! axb5 20 £\xb5 WdS 21 #e3 
(21 <5M6 ±) 2c6? (21...®c6) 22 Wa7+ 
&c8 23 £>a5 2b6 24 £>xb7 1-0 
Bogda-Garcia, Haifa OL 1976. 

2) 14...£\c5 15 ?3xc5 dxc5 16 e5 
c4 17 ie4 £\xe4 18 £>xe4 ixg5 19 
fxg5 ixe4 20 #xe4 #b7 21 #xb7+ 
^xb7 22 2fl 2xdl+ (this ending 
should be a draw, but oddly enough 
the two practical examples both 
ended decisively, with one win for 
each side) 23 2xdl (23 &xdl 2d8+ 
24 &e2 2d7 25 &e3 &c6 26 2f4 a5 
27 2d4 2d5 + L.Bronstein-Portisch, 
Rio de Janeiro IZ 1979) 2c8 24 2d4 
2c5 25 2f4 2c7 26 2h4 h6 27 gxh6 
gxh6 28 Bxh6 <&c6 29 h4 &d5 30 
Sh5 ± Van der Wiel-R.Byrne, Palma 
de Mallorca 1989. 

15 ih4 g5 

16 ig3 gxf4 

17 ixf4 

and now: 

1 ) 17...&e5 18 *bl *b8 19 Bel 
Sc8 20 a4 bxa4 21 £ixa4 ^c4 22 
£>ac5 e5 23 £>xb7 exf4 24 £>7c5 
£>a3+ 25 bxa3 dxc5 ± Hechler- 
Schonherr, corr 1980. 

2) 17...e5 18 ie3 £>c5 19 £>xc5 
dxc5 20 Wf2 &b8 21 Wf5 ic8 22 
Wfl ie6 23 ie2 b4 24 £>bl c4 ¥ 
Bensiek-Kunzelmann, corr 1991. 




10 Browne System (...h6 by 
Black) 


In this chapter we consider various 
lines in which Black plays ...h6. If 
Black plays it at an early stage then 
White has to reply $LM and Black 
can seize e5 for his knight by means 
of a timely ...g5, but White can often 
exploit the temporary weakening of 
Black’s position to launch a direct at¬ 
tack. Therefore Black often delays 
...h6 until White has played .fi.d3, but 
then the reply Wh3 pinning the h- 
pawn becomes possible. 

1 e4 c5 2 3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 

5 £>c3 a6 6 £g5 e6 7 f4 £e7 8 

Wf3 

We now consider five lines, which 
fall i>aturally into two groups. The 
first group arises after 8...h6 9 ,fi.h4 
Wcl 10 0-0-0 £lbd7 and now: 

A: 11 #g3 and others 
B: lli.e2 

The second group starts 8...Wc7 9 
0-0-0 £}bd7 10 .fi.d3 h6 and now: 

C: ll.fi.h4 
D: lllfh3 
E: 11 h4?! 

The first group involves Black 
playing ...h6 early on. In this case 
White’s best is to avoid .fi.d3 and 
play either ®g3 or jLe2. The .fi.e2 line 
is especially dangerous for Black. If 
Black waits for .fi.d3 before playing 
...h6, then we have one of the lines in 


the second group. Both 11 jLh4 and 
11 Wh3 are playable, although nei¬ 
ther offers White many prospects of 
an advantage. The piece sacrifice 
line with 11 h4?! is almost certainly 
unsound. 

A) 

8 ... h6 

9 i.h4 Wc7 

10 0-0-0 £>bd7 (D) 



11 Wg3 

Here is a round-up of other white 
11 th moves (note that these can also 
arise from the unusual white 10th 
moves analysed in chapter 2 if ...h6 
and JLh4 are inserted at some point; 
in addition, some lines can arise 
from variation C of chapter 15): 

1 ) HSd2g5 12fxg5^e513#f2 
(13 Wg3 £ih5 14 «f2 hxg5 15 &g3 
£ixg3 16 ®xg3 g4 17 ^bl b5 f Bar- 
locco-Tatai, Reggio Emilia 1994) 
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flM'g4 14 We2 hxg5 15 i.g3 £d7 16 
h.l ©16 17 ©f3 ©h5 18 i.h2 b5 19 
Wc3 b4 20 ©dl Sg8 ¥ Jakovljevic- 
Narandzic, Serbia 1994. 

2) 11 Bel (aiming for e5, but once 
again if Black crosses this plan then 
White is left having wasted a tempo) 
g5 12 fxg5 ©e5 13 Wdl ©h7 (or 
I3...©fg4 14 h3 hxg5 15 i.g3 ©f6 
16 JLe2 £d7 17 ©f3 0-0-0?! 18 
©xg5 ©h5 19 JLh4? {19 ©xe6! ±} 
©14 + Semionova-Ioseliani, Sochi 
('( (4) 1983) 14 ±d3 hxg5 15 i.g3 
ld7 16 Bhfl 0-0-0 17 ©f3 f6 18 
©xe5 dxe5 V 2 -V 2 Sandler-Seglinsh, 
USSR 1985. 

3) 11 g4 g5 and now: 

3a) 12 fxg5 ©e5 13 Wg3 ©fxg4 
(13...hxg5 14 ±xg5 ©fxg4 -) 14 
gxh6 i.xh4 15 Wxh4 #e7 16 Wg3 
Ad7 17 jLe2 Bxh6 18 h3 (18 h4 
0-0-0? 19 &xg4 Bg6 20 ©f5! exf5 
21 ©d5 Vf8 22 Wc3+ ©c6 23 ±xf5 
Ji.xf5 24 exf5 +--Garcia-MonfaSole, 
corr 1986) ©f6 19 We3 Sh7 20 Bhfl 
0 -0-0 21 Sf2 Bdh8 22 £fl Bg8 ¥ 
Thorhallsson-Postl, Oberwart 1991. 

3b) 12 e5dxe5 (12...gxh4 13 exf6 
jkxl'6 14 We2 (14 i.g2} ©b615 ©e4 
iLe7 16 f5 e5 17 ±g2 Kc4 18 Sd3 
1^X32 + Okner-Tiulin, corr 1988) 13 
Ixg5 hxg5 14 iLg3 Bb8? (14...©f8 
followed by ,..©g6 gives White dif¬ 
ficulty justifying his sacrifice) 15 
h4! gxh4 16 g5 ©h5 17 g6 ig5+ 

(17...fxg6 18 ©xe6 Wb6 19 ©d5 +- 
Kutuzovi6-Ott, Harkany 1994) 18 
J?bl ©df6 19 ©e4! ©xe4 20 i.xe5 
We7 21 iLxb8 1-OMestrovic-Lakic, 
Yugoslavia 1981. 

4) 11 Ag3 b5 (1 l...h5!? 12 h3 
{12 i.h4 «} h4 13 &h2 b5 14 e5 
Ab7 15 ®e2 dxe5 16 fxe5 ©h5 17 
©e4 ©xe5 18 ©xb5 axb5 19 #xb5+ 


,&c6 20 jLxe5 #c8 <*> Soltis-DeFotis, 
Chicago 1973) 12 e5 ±b7 13 We2 
©d5 (13...dxe5 14 fxe5 ©d5 15 
©xd5 ,&xd5 16 ©f5 ®) 14 ©e4 dxe5 
15 fxe5 0-0 16 ©f6+ &h8 17 ©f5 
exf5 18 ©xd5 £xd5 19 Bxd5 ©b6 ¥ 
Barczay-Kavalek, Sousse IZ 1967. 

5) 11 f5 e5 12 ©b3 b5 13 a3 Sb8 
14 g4 b4 15 axb4 Bxb4 16 i.el ±b7 
is equal, Ivanovic-Martinovid, Vrn- 
jaSka Banja 1977. 

6 ) 11 WhS (this can also arise 
from chapter 15, line C) and now: 

6 a) ll...Bg8 12 f5 e5 13 ©b3 b5 

14 a3 i.b7 15 i.d3 0-0-0 16 Bhel 
*b8 17 &bl Sc8 18 a4 b4 19 ©d5 
©xd5 20 exd5 jLxh4 21 1 B , xh4 a5 = 
Kir.Georgiev-W.Schmidt, Warsaw 
Z 1987. 

6 b) ll...©c5 12 &d3 (or 12 f5 
©cxe4 13 ©xe4 ©xe4 14 fxe6 0-0 

15 JLxe7 ®xe7 16We3 d5 17 exl7+ 
Bxf7 18 Ad3 Ag4 = Pavlov-Mager- 
ramov, Trnava 1981) b5 13 a3 jLb7 
14 Bhel 0-0-0 15 ±f2 &b8 16 *bl 
Bc8 17 ©b3 Bhd8 18 #g3 g6 19 
h3 ©xb3 20 cxb3 j£.c6 leading to a 
balanced position, Inkiov-Tringov, 
Plovdiv 1982. 

6 c) ll...©b6? 12 Wg3! &d7 13 
&e2 0-0 14 Bhfl ©a4? 15 e5! dxe5 

16 fxe5 ©xc3 17 exf6! 1-0 (due to 
the line n-.WxgS 18 -&xg3 ©xe2+ 
19 ©xe2 JLxf6 20 Sxd7) Kopylov- 
Herbrechtsmeier, corr 1988. 

6 d) ll...b5 12 a3 (12 e5 dxe5 13 
fxe5 ©xe5 14 Ag3 Wc5 15 Ae2 0-0 
16 Bhel ©g6 17 JLf2 e5 and Black 
is clearly better, Ivanovid-Bukic, 
Yugoslavia 1981) Ab7 (12...Bb8 13 
Ad3 b4 14 axb4 Bxb4 15 ©b3 ©c5 
16 ©xc5 »xc5 17 Bhel e5 18 f5 
JLb7 ¥ Ivanovi6-Marjanovic, Yugo¬ 
slav Ch 1982) 13 £e2 ©c5 14 i.xf6 
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&xf6 15 Af3 Wb6 16 e5 dxe5 17 
fxe5 ,&xe5 18 .&xb7 Wxb7 19 We3 
5}d7 T Inkiov-Spassov, Bulgarian 
Ch 1982. 

7) 11 i.f2 b5 12 Ad3 &b7 13 
2hel Sc8 14 4>bl £ic5 15 a3 0-0 
(15...d5 {premature} 16exd5^xd5 
17 £>xd5 Axd5 18 Wg4 &f6 19 
£lxe6! fxe6 20 Ag6+ <4>f8 21 2xd5 
h— Luna-Cano, corr 1975) 16 f5 e5 
17 £ib3 2fd8 18 g4 d5 19 £>xc5 
&xc5 20 jLxc5 Wxc5 21 exd5 ^xd5 
22 £}xd5 .&xd5 ¥ Ankerst-Orel, Bled 
1992. 

8) 11 £xf6&xf6 (ll...A.xf6 12 
Ae2 0-0? 13 g4 b5 14 g5 hxg5 15 
2hgl b4 16 e5 dxe5 17 fxg5 &b7 18 
Wh5 and White wins, Nicolini-Bros- 
sette, corr 1986) 12 g4 g5 13 fxg5 
hxg5 14 Ag2 JLd7 15 h3 0-0-0 16 
We3 Wc5 + Pierra-De Villiers, Mos¬ 
cow OL 1994. 

Now we return to the main line af¬ 
ter 11 Wg3 (D): 



11 ... g5 

Or: 

1) 11...0-0 12 £>f3 £>c5 13 £d3 
b5 14 ±xf6 &xf6 15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 
Ae7 17 £>e4 £>xe4 18 &xe4 &b7 19 
Axb7 Wxbl 20 2d3 2ad8 ¥ Her- 
brechtsmeier-Duster, Mosbach 1980. 


2) 11...2g8 12 &e2 (12 Axf6 
&xf613f5^e5?! {13..JU5} 14#h3 
Wei 15 fxe6 fxe6 16 £>a4 *f7 17 
£lb6 2b8 18 Wb3 t Hase-Szmetan, 
Argentina 1974) transposes to line 
B, note to Black’s 11th move. 

3) ll.JbSJ? 12 &xf6 (12 Axb5? 
axb5 13 £ldxb5 WbS 14 e5 dxe5 15 
fxe5 £lxe5 16 2hel £ig6! {the posi¬ 
tion is the same as in line B of chap¬ 
ter 2, except that the moves ...h6 and 
JLh4 have been interposed; this 
makes the position even better for 
Black) 17 Axf6 gxf6 18 £ic7+ &f8 
19 £ixa8 Wxa8 + Novikov-Gavri- 
kov, USSR 1981) and we have trans¬ 
posed to the note to White’s 11th 
move in line B of chapter 2, except 
that the pawn is on h6 instead of h7. 
This makes little difference to the en¬ 
suing play. 

12 fxgS(D) 



And now: 

Al: 12...^h5 
A2: 12...2g8 

12...hxg5 13 ±xg5 b5 14±xb5!? 
(14 a3 2g8 15 $Le2 - see line 2 in 
the note to Black’s 13th move in 
variation A2) axb5 15 £}dxb5 Wb8 
(15...»c5 16£e3*c617^xd6+±) 
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16 <5)xd6+ £xd6 17 2xd6 Sg8 18 
h4 <5)h7 19 Wd3 <5)xg5 20 hxg5 ± 
(lipslis-Anikaev, USSR 1981. 

Al) 

12 ... <5)h5 

13 ®e3 Wc5 

14 &bl 

Or 14 Wd2 (14 jLe2 <S)f4! 15 #xf4 
Iixg5 16 Wf2 Sxh4 17 g3 Sh7 *) 
Ilxg5 (14...hxg5?! 15 <5)b3! #e5 16 
4.12 Wg7 17 £d4 <S)e5 18 <5)a4 ±) 15 
Axg5 #xg5 16 Ae2 (16 <5)13 W\d2+ 

17 2xd2 &e7 18 Ae2 <5)hf6 19 Shd 1 
$le8 20 a4 b6 21 b3 2a7 22 &b2 
2c7 23 2d4 &b7 24 <5)d2 2g8 25 g3 
2g5 26 2c4 V 2 -V 2 Short-Kir.Geor- 
giev, Elenite 1995) £M6! (16...<5)df6? 
17 2hfl &e7 18 £xh5 <5)xh5 19 g4! 
txd2+ 20 2xd2 £) g 7 21 2df2 2f8 
i.2 5)a4 ± Strautins-Gorski, corr 1981; 

16...<5)14 17 <5)f3 <5)xc2+ 18 <5)xe2 
Wxd2+ 19 2xd2 £)f6 20 £ic3 &e7 
21 2hdl 2g8 22 g3 2g4 23 e5 dxe5 
24 5)xe5 2g5 25 4)c4 b5 26 £>d6 

1)4 27 <5)ce4 <5)xe4 28 <5)xe4 2a5 = 
I’ontecorvo-Marchiani, corr 1986) 
17 <5)f3 #xd2+ 18 2xd2 4?e7 =. 

14 ... hxg5 

14...Jlxg5 is also possible. After 
15 itxg5 hxg5 16 #h3 (16 £.e2 £)f4 

17 #d2 b5 18 Af3 <5)e5 <*> Meier-Vi- 
lolinS, Riga 1984) We5 17 £)f3 Wf4 

18 g4 <5)df'6! 19 gxh5 g4 20 %3 
IKxg3 21 hxg3 gxf3 22 2xd6 2xh5 
23 2xh5 <5)xh5 the complications led 
lo an equal ending, Taiana-Rshaid, 
corr 1985. 


15 Jif2 

<5)e5 

16 Wd2 

#c7 

17 <5)f3 (D) 


17 ... 

<5)xf3 

There is a wide range of alterna- 


lives: 



1) 17...g4? (leaves Black’s king- 
side too weak) 18 £)xe5 dxe5 19 jLe2 
5)f6 20 h3 gxh3 21 2xh3 2xh3 22 
gxh3 £d7 23 #h6 0-0-0 24 i.h4 
4)g8 25 #115 £e8 26 &g3 £d6 27 
#g4 f5? 28 #xg8 1-0 Sax-Tatai, 
Graz 1984. 

2) 17...<5)f4? 18 <5)xe5 dxe5 19 g3 
<5)g6 20 4e3 f6 21 h4 gxh4 22 gxh4 
&d7 23 Sgl 5)f4 24 2g7 2d8 25 
&xf4 i.c6 26 #xd8+ 1-0 Beliav- 
sky-Magerramov, Baku 1980. 

3) 17...b5 18 <5)xg5 (18 Ae3 g4 
19 <5)xe5 dxe5 20 £.d3 <5)f4 21 #f2 
&b7 22 <5)e2 (22 £b6 #c6 23 a3 
&xa3 +} &h4 23 #fl <5)xd3 24 
cxd3 f5 25 <5)cl 0-0 « Kengis-Vi- 
tolins, Jurmala 1983) $Ld7 (18...b4 
19 S)a4 &b7 20 <5)b6 2b8 «) 19 a3 
2b8 20 h4 a5 21 <5)a2 b4 22 axb4 
axb4 23 2h3 f6 24 <5)13 #b7 25 <5)d4 
#xe4 « Leluashvili-Zelinsky, corr 
1992. 

4) 17...2g8 18 h4 (18 <5)xe5 dxe5 
19 Ae2 <5)f6?! {19...£)f4 =} 20 Ae3 
<5)d7 21 2hfl ± Lanka-Bangiev, corr 
1976; 18 i.e3 g4 19 S)xe5 dxe5 20 
i.d3 b5 21 2hfl i.d7 22 Wf2 Eg7 
23 <5)e2 = Chiburdanidze-Gavrikov, 
USSR 1980) g4 (18...gxh4 19 &xh4 
<5)f6 20 <5)xe5 dxe5 21 &e2 Sg6 22 
&xf6 &xf6 23 Eh7 Sg8 24 Sfl +- 
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Griinfeld-Tarjan, Riga IZ 1979) 19 
£>xe5 dxe5 20 Wh6 &f6 21 M3 
Sg6 22 Wh8+ Sg8 23 Wh6 V 2 -V 2 
Balashov-Browne, Manila 1976. 

18 gxf3 i.d7 

19 h4 

19 Sgl (19 £e3 f6 20 Wf2 *f7 
21 f4 £>xf4 22 JLxf4 gxf4 23 Wxf4 
2ag8 24 £d3 Wc5 25 Sdfl Sh3 ¥ 
Kulczewski-Siegl, corr 1987) 0-0-0 
20 M3 f6 21 Wf2 £>f4 22 £xf4 
gxf4 23 2g4 Wc5 24 Wd2 We5 ¥ Ku- 
preichik-Beliavsky, USSR Ch 1974. 

19 ... gxh4 (D) 



and now: 

1) 20 £e2 0-0-0 21 £xh4 M6 

22 a3 (22 Ml b5 23 a3 Wb7 24 £)a2 
^bS 25 4lb4 ± Westerinen-Peturs- 
son, Reykjavik 1976) <S)f6 23 Ag3 
Shg8 24 Wei &b8 25 Wf2 *a8 26 
2d3 &d7 27 Shdl £lc5 28 23d2 ± 
Kauranen-Sanakoev, corr 1978. 

2) 20 Axh4 £>g3 (this was the 
reason Westerinen prepared iLxh4 
by Ml, but it isn’t too dangerous) 
21 £.xe7 Sxhl 22 £f6! (22 ±xd6? 
£ixfl 23 Wg2 £>d2+! ¥; 22 Wg5 2h5! 

23 Wg8+ Ml 24 Wxa8 M8 25 M3 
=) £>xfl (22...5xfl 23 2xfl &xfl 

24 Wg5 M5 25 4ld5 £id2+ 26 <&cl 
exd5 27 Wg8+ is a draw; 22...-S3h5!? 


23 Wg2 4)xf6 24 Wxhl ±) 23 Wg5 
£ld2+ 24 4>cl 2xdl+ 25 <&xdl M5 
26 Wg8+ Ml 27 Wxa8 = Sakharov- 
Zelinsky, corr 1982. 

A2) 

12 ... Bg8 

13 M2 

Or: 

1) 13 Wei hxg5 14 i.g3 £)e5 15 
£)f3 b5 (15...^.d7 16&xe5 dxe5 17 
Wg3 M6 18 M3 £sd7 19 h4 0-0-0 

20 hxg5 Sg7 21 Bh5 2dg8 22 2dhl 
£b4 23 4ldl £k:5 24 £)f2 ± Mnatsa- 
kanian-Polugaevsky,USSRCh 1967) 
16 a3 iLd7 17 Wd2 Bb8 18 Wd4 
£>fg4 19 h3 £)xf3 20 gxf3 £ie5 21 
.fi.e2 a5 ¥ Mikenas-Spassky, USSR 
Ch 1957. 

2) 13 g6 2xg6 14 Wei &e5 15 
£tf3 Ad7 16 ftxe5 dxe5 17 Bd3 b5 
18 Bg3 b4 19 2xg6 fxg6 20 Axf6 
jLxf6 21 53dl 2c8 ¥ Tatai-Ortega, 
Capablanca mem 1985. 

3) 13 £>f3 £ih5 14 Wei hxg5 15 
Af2 b5 16 a3 £b7 17 &bl Bc8 18 
£d3 £rf4 19 g3 £ih3! ¥ 20 &d4 g4 

21 £)h4 £)e5 22 2fl £lg5 23 Wf2? 
(23 We2) £)c4 24 Mc4 Wxc4 25 
M3 £ixe4! + Timman-Van Wely, 
Wijk aan Zee 1996. 

13 ... £)e5 (D) 

Other moves: 

1) 13...£>c5 14 We3 hxg5 15 JLg3 
£)cd7 16 h4 gxh4 17 ,&xh4 £ie5 18 

Bdfl Wd8 19 Wf2 2g6 20 M5 2h6 
21 g4 5)xh5 22 Mel Wxe7 = Liber- 
zon-H.Olafsson, Lone Pine 1979. 

2) 13...hxg5 14 ,&xg5 b5 (and 
not 14...£lh7? losing after 15 <53xe6! 
&xg5+ 16 Wxg5! +-) 15 a3 2b8 
(15...i.b7 16 Wh4 0-0-0 17 2hfl 
2h8 18 Wf2 2xh2 19 £xb5 axb5 20 
£ldxb5 ±Nicht-Kabisch,corr 1988) 
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16 Shfl b4 17 axb4 2xb4 18 ®h4 
Wc5 (18...»a5 19 £>c6 £>xe4 20 
£>xe4 2xe4 21 Wxe4 Wxg5+ 22 ^bl 
± Ermenkov-Inkiov, Bulgarian Ch 
1979) 19 Ac3 £>g4 20 Wg3 £kif6 21 
&xg4 2xg4 22 «h3 2g6 23 £>f5 ± 
Planinc-Nemet, Stip 1978. 



14 £>f3 

Alternatively: 

1) 14 g6 4}xg6 (14...2xg6 15 
#h3 b5 16 a3 Ab7 17 2hfl £>xe4 18 
$Lh5 £}xc3 19 £ixe6 ®c4 20 Axg6 
* £>e2+ 21 *bl Ac8? 22 £>g7+ +- 
Bannik-Petrosian, USSR Ch 1957) 
15 2hfl *bxM 16 «xh4 2g6 17 
Ad3 £g4 18 Wh5 £>e5 19 £>f3 ^c5 
20 £)xe5 #xe5 21 Wxe5 dxe5 = Tal- 
Fischer, Zurich 1959. 

2) 14 2hfl (promising) hxg5 (or 

14.. .£lh7 15 &h5 hxg5 16 $}f3 ±; 

14.. .£d7 15 £>f3! £>xf3 16 Wxf3 
hxg5 17 ^.g3 ± Zeller- Schriifer, 2nd 
Bundesliga 1983) 15 .&xg5 £>h7 16 
h4 and now: 

2a) 16...f6 17 &h5+ &d8 18 Wh3 
fxg5 19 £>xe6+ £xe6 20 Wxe6 forks 
e5 and g8. 

2b) 16...^xg5 17 hxg5 b5? (a 
pointless move, since the bishop 
must stay defending the weak spot 
e6) 18 Ah5 2xg5 19 ®h3 b4 20 ^ce2 


£>g6 21 £xg6 2xg6 22 #h8+ Af8 
23 &f4 2h6 24 #g8 We7 25 e5! d5 
26 g4! 1-0 Pavlov-Marasescu, Ro¬ 
manian Ch 1985. 

2c) 16...i.d7 17 £rf3 £>xf3 18 
Wxf3 £)xg5 19 hxg5 J.xg5+ 20 S^bl 
Sf8 21 %3 Ae7 22 2xf7 2xf7 23 
$Lh5 0-0-0 24 Axf7 ± Perovic- 
Dzevlan, Yugoslavia Cht 1990. 

14 ... hxg5 

Or: 

1) 14...&fd7 15 g6! (15 2hfl b5! 
16 £>xe5 £>xe5 17 lff2 b4 18 £>a4 
£b7 19 gxh6 &xe4 20 2d2 Liber- 
zon-Browne, Buenos Aires 1979, 

20.. .2.g2 <») 2xg6 16 Wh3 with a 
plus for White. Lepeshkin contin¬ 
ues his analysis 16...£if6 17 £ixe5 
dxe5 18 2hfl J.d7 19 £xf6 i.xf6 
20 Ah5 £g5+ 21 *bl 2g7 22 2xf7 
2xf7 23 2fl Af4 24 g3 +-. 

2) 14...^xf3 15 Axf3 (15 ttxf3 
hxg5 16 .&g3 Ad7 17 h4! is also 
promising) hxg5 16 Axg5 #c5 (or 

16.. .£>h7 17 Axe7 2xg3 18 &xd6 
+-) 17 e5 (17 h4 £>h7 18 e5 *Txe5 
{18...dxe5 19^e4Wc7 20&h5+-} 

19 Wxe5 dxe5 20 Ae3 2b8 21 Ab6 
Ad7 22 Ac7 2c8 23 i.xe5 +- Wei- 
ner-Muller, corr 1971) £>d7 18 h4 
&xg5+ 19 hxg5 We3+ (19...Wxe5 

20 Wxe5 dxe5 21 £>e4 ±) 20 *bl 
d5 21 £ixd5! +- Prodkrajsek-Cakir, 
corr 1973. 

15 AxgS 

15 £ixg5 5)g6 16 2hf 1 £>xh4 (not 

16.. .Wa5? 17 £>xf7! 4>xf7 18 £xf6 
Axf6 192d5! b5 {19...exd5 20%5 
Wd8 21 £>xd5 +-} 20 e5 dxe5 21 
2xf6+! +- Kupreichik-K. Grigorian, 
Leningrad 1974) 17 e5 (17 2xf6? 
Wa5! wins, but not 17..JLxf6? 18 
£>xe6! +-) Wc5! 18 exf6 (18 #xh4? 
£}d5! +) #xg5+ 19 Wxg5 2xg5 20 
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fxe7 2xg2 21 2xd6 &xe7 22 2fdl ¥ 
Caprano-Salvadori, corr 1985. 

15 ... £>h5 

15.. .£>xf3 16 i.xf3 ®c5 17 h4 
4 Mi 7 18 <&bl £>xg5 19 hxg5 £d7 20 
2h7 Wxg 5 21 ®xg5 £.xg5 22 2xd6 
± Lanka-Vitolins, Jurmala 1983. 

16 Wh3 2xg5 

16.. Jkxg5+ 17 £>xg5 £>f4 18 Wh4 
£>xe2+ 19 £>xe2 #e7 20 £>f3 Wxh4 
21 £>xh4 <&e7 22 ^c3 Ad7 23 2hel 
b5 24 a3 a5 with compensation for 
the pawn, Martin Gonzalez-Ricardi, 
Thessaloniki OL 1984. 

17 £>xe5 £>f4 (D) 



18 ®h8+ Af8 19 £>d3 £>xe2+ 20 
£>xe2 id7 21 2hfl and now: 

1) 21...ic6 22 £>d4 Wei 23 h4 
2g4 24 £>xc6 bxc6 25 2f4 2xf4 26 
£>xf4 e5 27 £>h5 0-0-0 28 Wf6 Wxf6 
29 <2)xf6 ± Iskov-Hamann, Gausdal 
1982. 

2) 21...2c8 22 £sc3 ±b5 23 2f2 
i.xd3 24 2xd3 b5 25 2df3 b4 26 
2f6! Wei 27 £>e2 +- Werner-Theil, 
corr 1970. 

3) 21..JLa4 22 ^c3 2xg2 23 £tel 
2g7 24 £>xa4 WcA 25 £>b6 Wxf 1 26 
£>xa8 Wf4+ 27 4>bl Wg4 28 2c 1 
Wxe4 29 £)d3 ®c6 « Griinfeld-de 
Firmian, Gausdal 1982. 


My admittedly fairly subjective 
impression is that A1 is a safer op¬ 
tion for Black than A2, with the over¬ 
all conclusion being that 11 Wg3 
gives White few chances of an ad¬ 
vantage against accurate defence. 

B) 

8 ... h6 

9 £h4 Wcl 

10 0-0-0 £>bd7 

11 ±e2(D) 

White seeks to take advantage of 
Black’s early ...h6 by developing his 
bishop on a more effective square 
than d3. This line is probably the 
critical test of an early ...h6; if it is 
good for White then Black must wait 
for White to play JLd3 before ad¬ 
vancing his h-pawn. 



11 ... 2b8 

It is already a bad sign for Black 
that he has to prepare ...b5 with this 
slightly artificial move. Alternatives: 

1) ll...b5 and now: 

la) 12 ixf6 (the position is now 
the same as in line C of chapter 2, ex¬ 
cept that Black’s pawn is on h6 and 
not h7; this does introduce a few dif¬ 
ferences, so we are covering this line 
independently, but of course many 
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vuriations are very similar) £>xf6 
(l2...jLxf6 13 e5 dxe5 {13...i.b7 14 
4ldxb5 axb5 15 £sxb5 H—} 14 4kixb5 
uxb5 15 #xa8 0-0 16 £>xb5 #c5 17 
#a3 and White wins, Thomas-Qua- 
rcsma, corr 1990; 12...gxf6 13 #h5 
£>c5 14 a3 Sb8 15 f5 ± Van der Klas- 
horst-Stuijfzand, corr 1981) 13 e5 
JLb7 14 #g3 (14 exf6 is possible, 
which is very similar to the game 
Keres-Fischer in line C of chapter 2) 
dxe5 15 fxe5 with the branch: 

lal) 15...^d7 16 £>xe6! fxe6 (in 
this line the position of the pawn on 
h6 makes a crucial difference) 17 
#g6+ (17 iLh5+ *d8 18 #xg7 Sf8 
19 i.g4 Se8 20 *bl #c4 21 Ah5 
flf8 22 Sd3 Sc8 23 Shdl M5 24 
Af3 Hxf3 25 gxf3 <S)b6 26 #xh6 ± 
Markland-Toothill, corr 1985) 3?d8 
18 #xe6 Se8 19 #f5 &g5+ 20 *bl 
*e7 21 Sd6b4 22 Hhdl £>c5 23 Ac4 
1-0 M.Hansen-Stephan, corr 1984. 

Ia2) 15..&A5 16 £lxe6 fxe6 17 
#g6+ &d7 18 Ag4 #xe5 19 £>xd5 
£xd5 (19...#g5+ 20 £>f4+! &c7 21 
#xe6 #xf4+ 22 <&>bl ±c5 23 Sd7+ 
&b8 24 Hxb7+ *xb7 25 &f3+ &b8 
26 £xa8 ±) 20 Sxd5+ #xd5 21 Hdl 
&g5+ 22 &bl #xdl+ 23 Axdl (this 
position might appear unclear, but 
White’s initiative, aided by the oppo¬ 
site-coloured bishops, turns out to be 
very dangerous) if6 24 #f7+ (24 
#e4 Hhc8 25 #b7+ &d6 26 JLf3 
&c5 27 a3 +- Kunas-Ottens, Ger¬ 
many 1992) st?d6 25 A.f3 Hab8 26 
#a7 Hhd8 (26...b4 27 #xa6+ *e7 
28 a4 bxa3 29 #xa3+ <&d7 30 b4 
Hhc8 31 c4 ± Vaisman-Adam, corr 
1970) 27 a3 a5 28 #xa5 &e7 29 
#c7+ <&f8 30 iLh5 kel 31 #e5 AJ6 
32 #xe6 +- Boll-Johansson, corr 
1978. 


Ia3) 15...£se4 16 £>xe6 #xc3 17 
£>xg7+ *f8 18 5ie6+ &e8 19 #xc3 
£lxc3 (19.. JLg5+ 20 £lxg5 £>xc3 21 
bxc3 hxg5, Schonthier-Blaskowski, 
2nd Bundesliga 1989, 22 Af3 ±) 20 
£c7+ *f8 21 bxc3 2c8 22 £>d5 
&a3+ (22...Ag5+ 23 *b2 2e8 24 
h4 2xe5 25 hxg5 Axd5 26 gxh6 ±) 
23 &bl *g7 24 *hf6 2hd8 25 Af3 
jLxf3 26 gxf3 t Martin del Campo- 
Herrera, Bayamo 1990. 

lb) 12 e5 Ab7 13 exf6 (13 #g3 
dxe5 14 £>xe6 fxe6 15 Wg6+ &f$ 16 
$Lg4 exf4 17 &xf6 jLxf6 18 ,&xe6 
£>e5 is definitely better for Black, 
Olthof-Deak, Eger 1987) ±xf3 14 
ixf3 d5! (without the moves ...h6 
and .&h4, Black could win by ...gxf6 
here; 14..Jbtf6 15 &xf6 2c8 16 
±xg7 2h7 17 Ah5 2xg7 18 £>xe6 
Wc4 19 2hel 2xg2, Kliavin-Tal, 
Riga 1959,20 2d4! ±) 15 £>xe6 (15 
fxg7 2g8 16 ±xd5 &xh4 17 £xa8 
i.f6 18 f5 Wf4+ 19 *bl £.xd4 20 
£>e2 Wxf5 21 £>xd4 Wh5 22 Af3 * 
Preinfalk-Keller, corr 1972) fxe6 16 
&h5+ g6 17 &xg6+ *f8 18 fxe7+ 
&g7 19 £g3 b4! 20 f5! #c4 (or 
20...#c5!? 21 -S3e2 «) 21 fxe6! bxc3 
22 exd7 #xa2 23 &e5+ *xg6 24 
&xc3 #al+ 25 *d2 #a4 26 Axh8 
#f4+ 27 *c3 #c4+ 28 *d2 #f4+ 
29 *c3 *04+ 30 *d2 #14+ V 2 -V 2 
Bryson-Pereira, corr 1989. 

2) ll...g5 12 fxg5 the 5 and now: 

2a) 13 Wg3 2g8 transposes to 
line A2. 

2b) 13 #f2 hxg5 14 £xg5 &fg4 
15 #f4 *hf2\ (15...£xg5 16 #xg5 
thf2 17 «f6 +-) 16 Wxf2 Axg5+ 17 
&bl Ad7 18 h4 &el 19 2h3 and 
Black does not have enough for the 
pawn, Burow-Walther, corr 1977. 

2c) 13 We3 and now: 
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2c 1) 13...£lh7 14 £>f3 (14 Shfl 
hxg5 15 jLg3 JLd7 is fine for Black) 
hxg5 (14...£»xf3 15 JLxf3 hxg5 16 
Ag3 £>f8 17 e5 d5 18 4.xd5 exd5 19 
5)xd5 H— Winslow-Popovych, New 
York 1985) and now: 

2cll) 15 JLxg5? £>xg5 16£>xg5 
#c5! 17 Wg3 ±xg5+ 0-1 Vlahov- 
Bozinovic, Croatia Cht 1994 is an 
easy trap to fall into. 

2c 12) 15 £>xg5 ®c5 (or 15...Wd8 
16 £>xh7 &xh4 17 #h6 and Black 
has no obvious way to exploit the 
apparent vulnerability of White’s 
pieces) 16 Wxc5 dxc5 17 4)f3 jLxh4 

18 £)xe5 ± Levchenkov-Vitolins, 
USSR 1984. 

2cl3) 15^g3i.d7(15...Sg8 16 
&bl £if8 17 Shfl Sg7 18 Wd2 £d7 

19 £ixe5 dxe5 20 Ji.h5 ± Boudre- 
Sellos, Paris Ch 1989) 16«U4(16h4 
0-0-0 17 hxg5 £kf3 18 gxf3 &xg5 
19 &f4 f6 20 Axg5 £ixg5 21 Sxh8 
Sxh8 22 #d4 ± Salov-Pablo, USSR 
1982) f6 17 £lxe5 fxe5 18 i.h5+ &d8 
19 Wd3 ± Luther-Topalov, European 
jr Ch 1989. 

2c2) 13...4)fg4 (U) with a further 
branch: 



2c21) 14 ®d2 hxg5 15 &xg5 
S)f2 16 £idb5!? (16 £.xe7 «xe7 17 


&b5+ axb5 18 #xf2 b4 19 £icb5 
Sxa2 20 £ib3 ^3c4 21 Wd4 %5+ «) 
axb5 17 £xb5+ £.d7 (17...£lc6 18 
jLxe7 £lxdl 19 jLxd6 £)xc3 20 
i.xc7 £ixb5 21 £g3 Sxa2 22 &bl 
±) 18 £.xe7 &xe7 19 #xf2 £xb5 20 
£sxb5 #c6 21 £>c3 b5 (it is certainly 
hard to believe that Black has com¬ 
pensation for two pawns) 22 Shfl 
Sh6 23 Sd4 Wc5 24 &bl Sxh2 25 
Wf6+ <&f8 26 Sd2 b4 27 4ie2 Wc4 
28 b3 «fxe4 29 #xe6 ®g6 30 Ef6! ± 
Pohling-Wagner, corr 1976. 

2c22) 14 iLxg4 £lxg4 15 #d2 
and now: 

2c221) 15...hxg5 16 itxg5 4tf2 
17 ±xe7! £>xdl (17...£lxhl 18 £if5! 
exf5 19 i.xd6 «fd7 20 exf5 +-) 18 
<SM5!exd5 19 £.f6 Bh5 20 exd5 £g4 
21 Sel+ &f8 22 h3 Be8 23 hxg4 
Sxel 24 #xel £lxb2 25 &xb2 Sxd5 
26 g5 5a5 27 g6 1-0 Planinc-Poko- 
jowczyk, Polanica Zdroj 1979. 

2c222) 15...Sg8 16 £tf3 $Se5 17 
gxh6 5)xf3 18 gxf3 &xh4 19 h7 Sh8 
20 Wh6 Wc7 21 Shgl &d7 22 e5 +- 
Niemi-Nieminen, corr 1981. 

2c223) 15...£le516£rf3hxg5 17 
&.x g5 f6 18 5)xe5 dxe5 19 lS.e3 b5 
20 £ie2 Jib! 21 £)g3 Sd8 22 We2 
Sxdl+ 23 Sxdl Sh4 24 £.f2 Wc4 
25 Wd2 Axe4 26 £lxe4 Sxe4 27 
Wh6 with an edge for White, Belave- 
nets-Heigl, corr 1990. 

3) ll...Sg8 and now: 

3a) 12 Wg3 g5 13 fxg5 is line A2. 

3b) 12 Axf6 5)xf6 13 h4 h5? 
(13...b5) 14 Wg3 b5 15 e5 dxe5 16 
fxe5 ±b7 17 4)xe6! fxe6 18 Wg6+ 
&f8 19 £.xh5 £>xh5 20 Wxh5 b4 21 
Shfl+ &f6 22 exf6 +- Wedberg- 
Jakobsen, Malmo 1982. 

3c) 12 £g3 b5 (12...g5 13 e5 
dxe5 14 fxe5 £ixe5 15 ^e3 £tfd7 16 
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ftxe6!) 13 e5 Ab7 14 Wfl dxe5 15 
I'xc5 <2)d5 16 i 53xe6!? (16 4)xd5 
A.xd5 17.&f3 ±Tal-Ljubojevi6, Bu- 
gojno 1980, is safer) fxe6 17 4)xd5 
jLxd5 18 Sxd5 2c8 (18...exd5 19 e6 
t) 19 &d3 (19 2d2? Ab4 + Matu- 
lovic-Ljubojevid, Yugoslav Ch 1975) 
exd5?! (19...2f8 «) 20 e6 £ie5 21 
4.xe5 #xe5 22 #f7+ *d8 23 Wxg8+ 
&c7 24 *f7 ±. 

3d) 12 Af2g5(12...b5 13 g4!?) 
13 g3 b5 14 2hel Ab7 15 &d3 £sc5 
16 a3 d5 17 exd5 £)xd5 18 £sxe6!? 
<53xe6 (18...fxe6 is critical) 19 £)xd5 
0-0-0 20 £ixe7+ #xe7 21 Ae4 +- 
Palmiotto-Johansson, corr 1969. 

Going back to the main line after 
11...2b8 (D): 



12 «g3 

Several other moves have been 
tried in this position: 

1) 12g4g5?!(12...b5;12...£ixe4) 
13 fxg5 £}e5 14 #g3 hxg5 15 ,&xg5 
4)fxg4 16 ±xe7 Wxe7 17 <S)f3 2g8 
18 S)xe5 #g5+ 19 2d2 Wxe5 20 
j£.xg4 1 @ f xg3 21 hxg3 2xg4 22 2xd6 
± Mohaupt-Schulz, corr 1972. 

2) 12 2hel b5 13 e5 dxe5 14 fxe5 
£)xe5 15 JLxb5+ axb5 16 £)cxb5 
#c5 17 2xe5 #xe5 18 Ag3 &b7 19 
Axe5 J.xf3 20 gxf3 2c8 21 £)c7+ 


&f8 22 a4 * Stransky-Gouder, corr 
1978. 

3) 12 f5 e5 13 £ib3 (13 £ie6!? 
fxe6 14 fxe6 £ib6 15 £xf6 0-0?! 
{15.. JLxf6 is better} 16 jkxe7 2xf3 
17 &xd6 2xc3 18 £xc7 2xc7 19 
2d8+ *h7 20 Sfl Se7 21 Hff8 h5 
22 2h8+ *g6 23 2df8 &xe6 24 2xb8 
jLg4 25 jLxa6 1-0 Soloviev-Gratvol, 
USSR 1968) b5 14 £xf6 (14 *bl 
£.b7 15 a3 £a8 16 Axf6 £ixf6 17 
Wd3 0-0 18 &f3 b4 19 axb4 2xb4 20 
Wxa6 JLc6 21 #03 2a8 + Jansa- 
Smejkal, Luhacovice 1969) <?ixf6 15 
h4 Ab7 16 g4 b4 17 <&d5 Axd5 18 
exd5 £ki7 (18...a5 19 g5 £\d7 20 f6 
gxf6 21 gxf6 £lxf6 22 £id2 a4 23 
&bl a3 24 £lc4 <£)xe4 25 Wxe4 ± 
Feldmann-Bukhman, USSR 1971) 
19 £)d2 0-0 20 f6? (20 <&>bl) 2fc8 21 
Jfi.d3 Jkxf6 22 £>e4 <$3c5 + Haupt- 
mann-Effertz, corr 1991. 

12 ... 2g8 (D) 

Or: 

1) 12...b5?! and now White has a 
choice of attacking lines: 

la) 13 e5 (but it isn’t clear if this 
sacrifice is correct) dxe5 14 4)xe6 
fxe6 15 %6+ *f8 16 f5! £)c5 17 
2hfl h5?(17...iLd7=c) 18Jixh52xh5 
19 i.xf6 £xf6 20 Wxh5 Wf7 21 
#h8+ %8 22 2d8+! &xd8 23 fxe6+ 
jLf6 24 e7+ *f7 25 #xg8+ 1-0 Trin- 
gov-Martinovic, Trstenik 1978. 

lb) 13 Wxg7 (apparently very 
good for White) 2h7 (13...2g8 14 
Wxh6 Af8 15 £sxe6 fxe6 16 ^5+ 
4>e7 17 e5! dxe5 18 4&e4 +-) 14 
£)xe6! fxe6 15 ^6+ 2f7 16 e5 
dxe5 17 2xd7! Wxd7 18 2dl £)d5 
19 %8+ Af8 20 ±h5 2b7 21 £)e4 
#c622fxe5 1-OMarcinkiewicz-Do- 
bruchowsky, corr 1975. An excellent 
game. 
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lc) 13 f5 (also very good) £)f8 
(13...e5 14 Wxg7 Sg8 15 £ld5 #d8 

16 £xf6 Sxg7 17 JLxe7 ®xe7 18 
<5lxe7 exd4 19 <S)xc8 Sxc8 20 g3 +— 
Rubinetti-Wirthensohn, Skopje OL 
1972) 14 Axf6 ±xf6 (14...gxf6 15 
fxe6 fxe6 16 i.h5+ *d8 17 Wg7 
Sh7 18 Wg8 ±) 15 fxe6 fxe616 £h5+ 
&d7 17 Shfl! +- &d8? 18 &c6+ 
1-0 Schoneberg-Faifr, corr 1978. 

2) 12...g5 13 fxg5 hxg5 (13...Sg8 
14 £ixe6! fxe6 15 gxf6 Sxg3 16 
jLh5+ +—, a typical trick in this line) 

14 JLxg5 and now: 

2a) 14...b5 15 Shfl (15 a3 Sg8 
transposes to line A2, note to Black’s 
13 th move, line 2) b4 16 £)xe6 fxe6 

17 jLxf6 5)xf6 18 e5 bxc3 (18...dxe5 

19 #g6+ +-) 19 exd6 Axd6 20 Bxd6 
£>e4 21 Ah5+! +- Giertz-Zuse, con- 
1979. 

2b) 14...Sg8 15 h4 (15 Shfl b5 

16 a3 is the same reference in line A2 
as above; 15 #h4 Wc5 16 4113 b5 17 
Shel b4 18 £ia4 #a5 19 e5 dxe5 20 
Sxd7 Axd7 21 i.xf6 Axf6 22 Wxf6 
Axa4 23 43xe5 Wc7 24 b3, Eraso- 
Ibran, corr, 24...Sc8 ±) b5 16 We3! 
b4 17 £)bl ±b7 18 Ghd2 Sc8 19 *bl 
d5 (19...e5 20 £if5 Wxc2+ 21 £>al ±) 

20 exd5 £ixd5 21 Wf2 (21 #xe6!? ±) 
± Nunn-Nemet, Biel 1983. 

3) 12...0-0 and now: 

3a) 13 Shfl 43c5 14 Af3 £ih7 15 
Axel Wxel 16 h4 i.d7 17 e5 dxe5 

18 fxe5 b5 19 £se4 £ixe4 20 i.xe4 ± 
Boudre-Ljubisavljevic, Uzes 1989. 

3b) 13£sd5£)xd5 14exd5jLxh4 

15 #xh4 e5 (15...£sf6 16 dxe6 fxe6 

17 Ad3 e5 18 fxe5 dxe5 19 £>f5 e4 
20 ±xe4 #e5 21 %3 Wxg3 22 
£)xg3 £)xe4 23 £)xe4 ± Lorincz- 
Shirok, corr 1980) 16 £)f5 $3c5 « 
Hamers-Oosterhoff, corr 1977. 


3c) 13iLf3 £>b6 (13...b5? 14 e5! 
dxe5 15 fxe5 and now both 15...£)xe5 
and 15...#xe5 lose to 16 4)c6!) 14 
Shel (14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 £tfd5 16 
Axel $3xe7 17 $3e4 £ig6 18 £id6 
Bd8 V 2 -V 2 Lefik-Gatto, corr 1986, 
but 19 Ah5! ±; 14 f5 e5 15 & b3 Adi 
16 £.xf6 ±xf6 17 h4 Bfc8 18 #f2 
Sa8 19 g4 a5 20 g5 hxg5 21 hxg5 
£.xg5+ 22 &bl a4 23 Wh2 &f8 24 
#gl ±h6 25 Sxh6 gxh6 26 f6 i.e6 
27 Ae2 1-0 Fagerstrom-Canglotti, 
corr 1989) £lc4 15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 
&h7 17 Axel Wxel 18 ±e2#b4 19 
£sb3 b5 20 Sd4 ± Vasiukov-Najdorf, 
Wijk aan Zee 1973. 



13 Shfl 

Or: 

1) 13 e5 (playing for an immedi¬ 
ate knock-out, but this is probably 
too ambitious) dxe5 14 £)xe6 fxe6 
15 %6+ 4>f8 (15...&d8 16 fxe5 
Wxe5 17 Ag3 We3+ 18 &bl e5 19 
Shel Se8 20 i.h5! Wg5 21 Axe5 
Sh8 22 AxbS 5)xh5 23 Sxd7+ 
Axdl 24 Wb6+ &e8 25 i.d6 Bf8 26 
<S)d5 Ae6 27 Axel 1-0 Terentiev- 
Voitkevich, USSR 1979) 16 f5 e4 
(after 16...£ic5 17 Shfl ±d7 18 fxe6 
£.xe6 19 £id5 &xd5 20 Sxd5 ®c61 
do not see more than a draw by 21 
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i.xf 6 i.xf 6 22 2xc5 Wxc5 23 2xf6+ 
gxf 6 24 #xf 6 +) 17 fxe 6 , Garcia Mar- 
(inez-Ortega, Havana 1984, but now 
17...Wf4+ (17...£se5 18 Wf5 g 6 19 
tffl was ± in the game) 18 i’bl “S)e5 
19 %3 #xg3 20 i.xg3 <S)c 6 21 
i.xb 8 £)xb 8 22 £c4 b5 23 £b3 
JLb7 would have been equal accord¬ 
ing to Garcia Martinez. 

2) 13 2hel g5 14 fxg5 £te5 15 
£if3 (the rook belongs on fl and not 
cl)£ifd7(15...£)h5 16Wf2£sg4 17 
#d4 hxg5 18 Axg5 JLxg5+ 19 
<S)xg5 2xg5 20 Wh8+ &e7 21 i.xg4 
jLd7 22 WI 16 2xg4, Tarjan-Browne, 
USA Ch 1973, 23 <SM5+! exd5 24 
exd5+ i.e 6 25 Wxh5 2xg2 26 Whl 
+-) 16 g 6 2xg6 17 Wf2 b5 18 £xe7 
£>xe7 19 £)xe5 £ixe5 20 Wh4+ *e 8 
21 i.h5 2g5 22 i.f3 2g6 = Cao-Wa- 
hono, Asian Cht 1995. 

13 ... g5 

Alternatively: 

1) 13...b5 14 e5 dxe5 15 £ke6 
(with an extra tempo this is crushing) 
fxe6 16 Wg6+ <&d8 17 f5 (17 £xf6 
£xf6 18 Wf7 2h8 19 £)e4 &e7 20 
Wxg7 2f8 21 lbth6 2b6 22 £)g5 ± 
Barczay-Ribli, Hungarian Ch 1976) 
exf5 18 ji.xf6 ii.xf6 19 £k!5 #c6 20 
2xf5 2f8 21 i.g4 2b6 22 Sxf6 gxf6 
23 Wgl Sb7 24 Wei# Lombardy- 
Quinteros, Manila 1974. 

2) 13,..£k5 14e5! (14iLxf6i.xf6 

15 f5 &e5 16 Wh3 b5 17 fxe6 £lxe6 
18 <S)d5 ± Kengis-Zaichik, USSR 
1974) dxe5 (14...£ife4 15 £)xe4 £)xe4 

16 exd6 &xd6 17 We3 ±) 15 fxe5 
£)fe4 16 £lxe4 £)xe4 17 #f4 ,&xh4 
18 Wxh4 £ic5 19 <£b5! axb5 20 
Sxf7! <S?xf7 21 iLh5+ g6 22 Wf6+ 
&e8 23 £xg6+ Hxg6 24 Wh8+! 4>f7 
25 Sfl+ &e7 26 #f8+ 1-0 Am.Rod- 
riguez-Herrera, Havana 1990. 


14 fxg5 £ie5 

14...Wa5 (14...hxg5 15 i.xg5 is 

line 2b in the note to Black’s 12th 
move) 15 £>xe6! fxe6 16 gxf6 Sxg3 
17 Sd5! Wxd5 18 £kd5 £>xf6 19 
<S)xf6+ jLxf6 20 £xg3 H— Wein- 
stein-DeFotis, Chicago 1973. 

15 £>f3 (D) 

Or 15 g6 (simple and promising) 
Exg6 16 Wh3 b5 17 i.xf6 Sxf6 18 
Exf6 i.xf6 19 Wxh6 £>g6 20 ±h5 
Wc5 21 £)f3 H— Diaz-Ortega, Bay- 
amo 1984. 



15 ... hxg5 

Relatively best, for example: 

1) 15...b5 16 £)xe5 b4 (16...dxe5 
17 gxf6! 2xg3 18 fxe7 Eg5 19 JLxg5 
hxg5 20 Ah5 +-) 17 £ixf7! bxc3 18 
gxf6! Sxg3 19 fxe7 2g5 20 JLxg5 
hxg5 21 <S)xd6+ 1-0 Grefe-Browne, 
USA Ch 1973. 

2) 15...£>h5 16 Wei! £>xf3 17 
^.xf3 ^.xg5+ 18 jLxg5 Sxg5 19 Wd2 
and wins. 

3) 15...SM3 16 £xf3 hxg5 17 
JLxg5 £lh7 18 ,&xe7! Sxg3 19 $Lxd6 
Wa5 20 hxg3! Sa8 21 e5 +-. 

4) 15...£fd7 16 Wf2 hxg5 17 
£>xe5 £>xe5 18 Jih5 Eg7 19 &g3 
£ig6 20 jLxg6 fxg6 21 Wd2 ± Kon- 
kolsky-Cmiel, corr 1982. 
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16 £>xg5 

Contrary to The Najdorf for the 
Tournament Player, 16 .£Lxg5 (16 
£ixe5? gxh4 +) is playable, as the 
‘refutation’ 16...£>h5 is met by 17 
Wh3! ± (17...£>xf3 18 iLxe7). Since 
16...£ixf3 17 Axf3Wa5(17...£h7? 
18 Axe7!) 18 h4 £>d7 19 Sxd6! is 
very good for White, and 16...£ifd7 
17 ^f4! f6 18 £}xe5 wins, it seems 
that 16 jLxg5 is actually a good alter¬ 
native to the text. 

16 ... Sg6 

White has the advantage: 

1) 17 Wh3 b5 18 £>f3 £ic6 19 
£g5 b4 20 £>bl £>xe4 21 »h8+ i.f8 
22 Ad3 b3 (22...Sxg5 23 £>xg5 
£ixg5 24 h4 ±) 23 axb3 £>b4 24 
Axe4 £>a2+ 25 &d2 Wa5+ 26 &e2 
Sxg5 27 £>xg5 ®xg5 28 Sxf7 1-0 
Martin-Quaresma, corr 1992. 

2) 17 m4l b5 18 £>xf7! is prob¬ 
ably even stronger, e.g. 18...b4 19 
Axf6 bxc3 20 jLxe7 +- or 18...£\xf7 
19ih5 e5 20 Wf3 +-. 

To $um up, 10 Ae2 is extremely 
dangerous for Black and renders the 
idea of an early ...h6, if not unplay¬ 
able, at least inadvisable. 

C) 

8 ... #c7 

9 0-0-0 £>bd7 

10 £d3 h6 

11 Ah4 (D) 

11 ... g5 

Or: 

1) ll...£ixe4? 12 ^xe6 is suici¬ 
dal. 

2) ll...£ic5 (this appears play¬ 
able) and now: 

2a) 12 e5 (aiming for an instant 
win) dxe5 13 fxe5 £>xd3+ 14 Sxd3 



thdl (14...#xe5 15 <&c6! #c7 16 
£>xe7 #xe7 17 £>d5 1-0 Williams- 
Dewing, corr 1981) 15 £}xe6 fxe6 16 
Wh5+ <4>d8 17 Ag3? (White can 
force a draw by 17 JLxe7+ <&xe7 18 
Sfl 2f8 19 fixf8 <£xf8 20 2f3+ 
&g8 21 #f7+ &h8 22 2g3 Wxe5 23 
£e4 b5 24 #e8+ &h7 25 Wg6+) 
Wc6 18 #f7 g5 + Guyard-Roder, 
Paris 1995. 

2b) 12 2hel £tfxe4 (12...4>xd3+ 
13 2xd3 #a5 14 e5 dxe5 15 4)b3 
®c7 16 fxe5 £>h7, Akesson-Ceder- 
lind, corr 1974, 17 Axe7 Wxe7 18 
2edl t) 13 £ke4 JLxh4 14 #g4 
£>xe4 15 ®xh4 £>c5 16 £tf5 *f8 17 
£}xd6 We7 (17...g5 18 fxg5 #xd6 
19 Ah7 We7 20 #xh6+ &e8 21 g6 
Wf6 22 2f 1 wins for White, Cuoghi- 
Cova, corr 1986) 18 Wxe7+ &xe7 
19 Afl b5 20 g3 2a7 21 Ag2 Ab7 
22 Axb7 V 2 -V 2 De Greve-Prieditis, 
corr 1992. 

3) ll...b5 and now: 

3a) 12 jLxf6 gxf6 (this is the only 
move which has been played, but 
there seems to be nothing drastically 
wrong with 12..;£ixf6, for example 
13 e5 £b7 14 ®g3 dxe5 15 fxe5 
£ld7 16 ®xg7 Wxe5 17 £>xe6 Af6 
and Black defends) 13 Wh5 ^c5 
(13...Wc5? 14 £>xe6) 14 f5 b4 15 
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£ke2 e5 16 Ac4 exd4 17 Wxf7+ 
4>d8 18 2xd4 2f8 19 Wg7 i.b7 20 
£rf4 a5 21 2hdl and White is dis¬ 
tinctly better, Pri6-Sonnet, French 
Cht 1991. 

3b) 12 e5 (a clear-cut route to an 
advantage) jLb7 13 4)xe6 fxe6 14 
_£.g6+ with the branch: 

3bl) 14... < 4 > f8 15 exf6 with two 
alternatives: 

3bl 1) 15...i.xf3 16 fxe7+ &g8 
17 gxf3 4lf6 18£.xf6 gxf6 19 eSM+ 
2xe8 20 4.xe8 &f8 (20...d5? Gli- 
goric-Bobotsov, Hastings 1959/60, 
21 f5! Wf4+ 22 &bl ®xf5 23 2hgl+ 
&f8 24 JLd7! +-) 21 Ag6 f5 22 2hel 
b4 (22..Mdl 23 Qe2 2g8 24 Ah5, 
followed by £)d4) 23 2xe6 bxc3 24 
2f6+ ^g8 25 $Lxf5 +- Montanelli- 
Galli, corr 1969. 

3bl2) 15...£xf6 16 ®g4 Axe 3 
(16...iLxh4 17 Wxh4 i.xg2 18 2hgl 
Ab7 19 Wg4 £lc5 20 b4! ±) 17 bxc3 
Wc4 (17...®xc3? 18®xe6tfal+ 19 
*d2 #d4+ 20 *el! #c3+ 21 2d2 
+-) 18 2hel Wxc3 19 #xe6 Wal-t- 
20 *d2 ®d4+ 21 &e2 Me 4+ 22 
®xc4 bxc4 23 2xd6 +- R.Burgess- 
Woldmo, corr 1990. 

3b2) 14...*d8 15 #h3l4ld5 (the 
line 15...#04 16exf6gxf6 17 2hel 
b4 18 4)e4 JLd5 19 b3 Wc6 is the 
best chance for Black, Kschiston- 
Tomson, corr 1965, but now 20 2xd5! 
exd5 {20... 1 txd5 21 2dl) 21 4)g3 
£)f8 {21...Wc322£>f5+-} 22Sxe7 
&xg6 23 2f7 £>xh4 24 Wxh4 #c3 
25 4)e2 and White wins) 16 1 S f xe6 
4)f8 (16...Axh4 17 £>xd5 i.xd5 18 
2xd5 is again winning, Winterstein- 
Holfelder, Wiesbaden 1988) 17 Mfl 
£)xg6 18 exd6 Wxdb 19 £)xd5 1-0 
Ansner-Jalvemo, corr 1977. 

After ll...g5 (D) we have: 



Cl: 12 fxg5 
C2: 12 e5 

Cl) 

12 fxg5 4le5 

13 We2 

13 Wg3 4lh5 14 Wc3 Wc5 (but 
not 14...hxg5 15 jLxg5 ^g4 16 ®d2 
£.xg5 17 Wxg5 «M2 18 g4 Wc5 19 
£>f5! exf5 20 $M5 *f8 21 gxh5 Ae6 
22 We7+ 1-0 Kaunz-Coman, con- 
1986) 15 &bl hxg5 16 i.f2 £lg4 ¥ 
Conroy-Savory, con 1992. 

13 ... £tfg4 (D) 

Or 13...£ih7 (13...£>fd7 14 Wh5 
4)c5 15 gxh6 £lcxd3+ 16 cxd3 Wc5 
17 4)f5! exf5 18 d4 #b6 19 £.xe7 
Qc4 20 We2 ®xb2+ 21 Wxb2 foxb2, 
Kamsky-Polgar, Paris rpd 1992, 22 
jLf6! £ixdl 23 &xh8 £>xc3 24 h7 
+-) 14 £>f3 hxg5 15 Af2! £>f8 (or 
15...Ad7 16 £ixe5 dxe5 17 Wh5 ±) 
16 £e3 2g8 17 £)xe5 dxe5 18 Wf2 
±d7 19 i.e2 <2)g6 20 2hfl 4lf4 21 
*bl 2g7 22 &g4 b5 23 g3 b4 24 
£)e2 5)g6! (24...£)xe2 25 Jlxe2 Ab5 
26 h4 gxh4 27 gxh4 2d8 28 h5 ± 
Hort-Bobotsov, Wijk aan Zee 1970) 
25 2d2 £c6 26 Af3 ®b7 27 Wg2 g4 
28 ±xg4 i.xe4 29 Af3 £lh4 30 
Axe4 £}xg2 31 Jbtb7 £}xe3 32 2f3 
®c4 33 Sdl 2a7 leading to an equal 
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position, as in the game Fiandor- 
Marcinkiewicz, corr 1972. 



14 £>f3 
Or: 

1) 14 Ag3 hxg5 15 Shfl Ad7 16 
5)f3 b5 17 a3 #c5 18 5)xe5 5)xe5 

19 5)bl?! a5 + Gulko-Savon, Mos¬ 
cow 1973. 

2) 14&bl!? hxg5 15 £g3 £d7 

16 h3 £>f6 (White’s idea is that if 
Black plays ...53xd3 followed by 
...5)e5, then he will make use of 'S’bl 
by playing cxd3 and Scl) 17 5)f3 
5)xf3 1# #xf3 e5 19 Sdfl 0-0-0 20 
Me3 J>Lc6, De Biase-Fissore, con 
1984, 21 Wxg5! ±. 

3) 14 h3 hxg5 15 JLg3 4)f6 (or 
15...&xd3+ 16 Wxd3 {16 cxd3 53e5 

17 <&bl Ad7 18 Scl #b8 19 Shfl 
b5 20 £>f3 b4 21 £sxe5 dxe5 22 5)dl 
.&b5 23 5)e3 with a slight advantage 
for White, Battikhi-Houna, Thessa¬ 
loniki OL 1984} 53e5 17 JLxe5 dxe5 

18 5)f3 f6 19 h4 g4 20 £sh2 ± Bjar- 
nason-Thorarinsson, Icelandic Ch 
1994) and now: 

3a) 16 Shfl Ad7 17 *bl 0-0-0 
18 5)f3 £>h5 19M2i.f6(19...£)f4 

20 #d2 Sdg8 21 Sf2 5)eg6 22 £)e2 
W/c5 23 Agl Wc7 24 53h2 Eg7 25 
53g4 Sd8 26 iLh2 £ixe2 27 Wxe2 


£>e5 28 £>f6 ±c6 29 Sdfl ± Som- 
lai-Sziraki, Hungary Cht 1994) 20 
We3 Sdg8 21 Wa7 Z\f4 ? Cvetko- 
vic-Mini6, Pristina 1973. 

3b) 16 &f2 ±d7 17 Ae3 Sg8 18 
Hf2 b5 19 a3 Sb8 20 £sf3 b4 21 
axb4 Sxb4 22 5)xe5 dxe5 23 Shfl 
Sg7 24 We2 Wa5 » Solomon- 
Hmadi, Thessaloniki OL 1984. 

3c) 16 *bl Ad7 17 Af2 0-0-0 
18 5}b3 Sh5?! (a very odd move) 19 
Ad4 g4 20 #f2 Sdh8 21 Ab6 #b8 
22 .SLe2 £ Szabo-Browne, Amster¬ 
dam 1972. 

3d) 16 £>f3 5lfd7 (16...5)h5 17 
Ah2 f6 18 #e3 Ad7 19 g4 £sg7 20 
Ag3 b5 21 *bl b4 22 £ixe5 dxe5 23 
53e2 ± Chavez-Santacruz, Conien- 
tes Z 1985) 17 £>xe5 (17 h4 gxh4 18 
±xh4 &xh4 19 £>xh4 Sg8 20 Sh3 
£tf8 21 #d2 Ad7 22 Afl ±c6 23 
Wxd6 #xd6 24 Sxd6 &e7 25 Sd2 
5)fd7 26 53f3 Sg4 V 2 -V 2 Jimenez 
Zerquera-Bielicki, Havana 1966) 
dxe5 18 Shfl b5 19 #f2 Sh7 20 
<4bl i.b7 21 #e3 Sc8 22 £>e2 53c5 
was level in Matthews-Houna, Thes¬ 
saloniki OL 1984. 

14 ... hxg5 

The older move 14...5)xf3 is quite 
playable, for example 15 gxf3 (15 
»xf3 hxg5 {15...53e5 16 #h5 5)g6 
17 Ag3 hxg5 18 Wc2 £d7 19 Shfl 
5)e5 20 h3 Sh7 21 Axe5 dxe5 22 
Sf3 0-0-0 = Pacsay-Luthke, con} 16 
&g3 53e5 17 £.xe5 dxe5 18 ke.2 {18 
Shfl Sh7 19 h4 i.d7 20 h5 0-0-0 21 
g4 i.b4 22 5)e2 i.a4 23 ®e3 with a 
slight plus for White, J.Polgar-Gel- 
fand, Vienna 1996} &d7 19 Sd3 
±c6 {19...Sh4 20 Sfl f6 21 Sfdl 
Ac6 22 #f2 Sd8 23 Sxd8+ £.xd8 
24 g3 Sh6 with equality, Tiemann- 
Druon, con 1983} 20 Sfl Sh7 21 
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#f2! = Matulovic-Browne, Skopje 
1970) hxg5 and now: 

1) 16 £el £ie5 17 £d2 Jidl 18 
Sdgl f6 19 h4 0-0-0 20 hxg5 Sxhl 
21 Sxhl fxg5 22 f4 gxf4 23 jLxf4 is 
level, Sigurjonsson-Szabo, Reykja¬ 
vik 1968. 

2) 16 fxg4 Sxh4 (16...gxh4 17 
Shfl Sh6 {17...#c5 18 &bl #e5 19 
Sf3 i.d7 20 Sdfl f6 21 Se3 b5 22 
<S)d5! &d8 23 Sf5! ± Sirotkin-Gor- 
ski, corr 1978} 18 e5 jLg5+ 19 'ibl 
d5 20 #13 #e7 = Prada-Conti, corr 
1987) 17 Shfl Sh6 18 e5! (18 Sf3 
£d7 19 e5 dxe5 20 #fl f6 21 Sh3 
Sxh3 22 &g6+ &d8 23 #xh3 <&c8 
24 #h7 #d8 25 &f7 #f8 26 #d3 
Jic6 27 Axe6+ ± Ivanovic-Ostojic, 
VrnjaCka Banja 1973; 18 #e3 £d7 
19 Sd2 f6 20 h4 Sxh4 21 e5 dxe5 22 
Ag6+ &f8 23 ^.h5 4^7 + Damjan- 
ovic-Browne, San Juan 1969) dxe5 
19 #f3 Sf6?! (19...f6) 20 #h3 Sxfl 
21 #h8+ jLf8 22 Sxfl with a very 
dangerous attack, Smejkal-Kava- 
lek, Czechoslovakia 1963. 

3) 16 iLg3 £)e5 and now: 

3a) 17 #f2 &d7 18 h4 0-0-0 19 
hxg5 ilxg5+ 20 &bl £\xd3?! (better 
is 20...&f6) 21 cxd3 &b8 22 Shgl 
£e7 23 Scl #a5 24 #e3 b6 25 Af2 
&b7 26 a3 #c5 27 d4 ± Ziatdinov- 
Schweizer, Bern 1994. 

3b) 17 f4 (this gives Black no 
problems) gxf4 18 jLxf4 &.dl and 
now: 

3bl) 19 4?bl 0-0-0 (19...b5 20 
Sdfl b4 21 ,£.xe5 dxe5 22 4kll ,&g5 
23 h4 Af4 24 £)e3 #c5 25 £)g2 Ah6 
26 Sh3 JLc6 27 #h5 Sa7 28 Shf3 
Ag7 29#g5 ± Verduga-Youngworth, 
Lone Pine 1978) 20 #f2 Sdf8 21 h4 
£c6 22 i.xe5 dxe5 23 Sh3 &b8 = 
Evans-Portisch, San Antonio 1972. 


3b2) 19 Sdfl Sh7 (19...i.f6 20 
h4 0-0-0 21 h5 <£xd3+ 22 #xd3 
iLxc3 23 #xc3 #xc3 24 bxc3 .&c6 = 
Ceria-Stassi, corr 1981; 19.. JLc6 20 
*bl i.h4 21 Shgl 0-0-0 22 Sg7 
£f6 23 Bg3 #e7 24 £idl £>xd3 25 
cxd3 d5 26 e5 ,&h4 ¥ Suder-Jedre- 
jowski, corr 1994) 20 h4 (20 ^bl 
0-0-0 21 Shgl Sdh8 =) 0-0-0 21 h5 
Sg8 (21...Sdh8 22 &bl &b8 23 h6 
Wd8! 24 Sfgl jLc6! 25 Sh3 i.f8 26 
#d2 f6! = Busemann-Schaaf, con- 
1982; 21...i.f6 22 Sh3 &b8 23 *bl 
b5 24 JLcl i.h8 25 Sdl <S)xd3 26 
#xd3 i.e5 27 £>e2 i.c6 ¥ Filipovic- 
Lakic, Banja Luka 1981;21..#a5!?) 
22 *bl &g5 (22...£c6 23 &xe5 
dxe5 24 #e3 £g5 25 #a7 Sgh8 ¥ 
Kusturin-Gatto, corr 1978) 23 Sfgl 
f6 24 h6 Sg6 25 Axg5 fxg5 26 a3 
3hxh6 27 Sxh6 Sxh6 28 Sxg5 Shl+ 
29 &a2 Sh8 V 2 -V 2 Anelli-Conti, con- 
1987. 

3b3) 19 h4? £xh4! 20 #f2 (20 
£.xe5 dxe5 21 #g4 #d8 22 Sdgl 
Ag5+ 23 *bl Sxhl 24 Sxhl #f6 
25 Sh5 &h6 26 #g8+ Af8) Axf2 
21 Sxh8+ &e7 22 Sxa8 #c5 23 &bl 
Ae3 + Robatsch-Gheorghiu, Palma 
1972. 

3c) 17 h4 gxh4 18 f4 and now: 

3cl) 18...£)g6 19 e5!? (19 &h2 
Ad7 20 e5 0-0-0 21 &xg6 fxg6 22 
Shgl d5 23 Sxg6 Shf8 24 Sg7 
Sde8 = JanoSevic-Minic, Vinkovci 
1974) hxg3 20 Sxh8+ £>xh8 21 #h5 
£d7 22 Wxh8+ i.f8 23 S)e4 0-0-0 
24 4)xg3 dxe5 25 fxe5 #b6 + Canda- 
Matthews, Dubai OL 1986. 

3c2) 18...£sxd3+ 19 Sxd3 (19 
#xd3 i.d7 20 f5 0-0-0 21 £.f4 £.c6 
+ Maumey-Sonnet, corr 1991) iLd7 
20 #el (20 f5 0-0-0 21 khl 22 
fxe6 fxe6 23 #g4 #d7 24 Shdl 
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Bhg8 + Wibe-Ljubojevic, Buenos 
Aires OL 1978) A.b5 21 Bdl 1x6 
(21. .Af6 22e5l°o hxg3? 23 ^d5! ±; 
21...h3 22 f5 Bd8 23 *bl &c6 24 
fxe6 fxe6 25 1 b5 26 Sxh3 Bf8 27 

#d3 b4 28 e5! bxc3 29 %6+ *d7 
30 Sh7 &c8 31 #xe6+ #d7 32 Bxe7 
Wxe6 33 Sxe6 dxe5 34 2xd8+ Sxd8 
35 bxc3 ± Ljubojevic-Browne, Wijk 
aan Zee 1976) 22 £xh4 0-0-0 23 
&xe7 Wxe7 24 #d2 Sxhl 25 Bxhl 
f5 26 Sel fxe4 27 £ixe4 &xe4 28 
Hxe4 with equality, Perov-Baranov, 
corr 1991. 

Now we return to the main line af¬ 
ter 14...hxg5 (D). 



15 Ag3 

Or: 

1) 15 &el Ad7 16 ±d2 b5 17 a3 
£ixd3+ 18 cxd3 a5! 19 £ld4 £>e5 20 
*bl Wb7 ¥ Ostojic-Nemet, Yugo¬ 
slav Ch 1977. 

2) 15 £ixe5 £>xe5 16 i.g3 £d7 
17 Wei (17 Shfl 2h7 18 *bl 0-0-0 
19 2d2 2g7 20 Wdl 2h8 21 2df2 
i.e8 22 Ae2 2hh7 23 Wd4 £>c6 24 
Wd2 4le5 25 h3 ± Ueter-Ostermeyer, 
Bundesliga 1989) b5 18 h4 b4 19 
£>e2 £>xd3+ 20 2xd3 2c8 21 2d2 
Wc4 22 hxg5 2g8 23 *bl e5 ¥ Asi- 
kainen-Koskinen, corr 1984. 


3) 15 JLxg5 jLxg5+16 4)xg5 Wc5 
and now: 

3a) 17 £>f3 £>f2 18 £>xe5 (a sac¬ 
rificial line which gives White at 
most a draw) and now: 

3al) 18...dxe5 19 £la4 Wa7 20 
i.b5+! axb5 21 Wxb5+*e7 22 Wb4+ 
*f6 23 £ib6 &xhl 24 2fl+ *g6 25 
We7 f5 26 exf5+ exf5 27 Wd6+ *17 
28 Wd5+ *g6 29 Wd6+ *f7 30 
Wd5+ V 2 -V 2 Risti6-Pablo, TjentiSte 
jr Wch 1975. 

3a2) 18...£ixdl 19 &xf7 £ixc3 
20 Wf3 Sf8 21 Sfl £ixa2+ 22 *bl 
&b4 23 e5 £>xd3 24 Wxd3! (24 
£>xd6+ Wxd6 25 Wh5+ *d7 26 
exd6 Sxfl + 27 *a2 £>cl+ 28 *a3 
*xd6) Sxf7 25 Wg6 *d7 26 Wxf7+ 
*c6 27 Sf3 *b6 28 Sc3 Wgl+ 29 
*a2 dxe5 30 Wf8 = is Lepeshkin’s 
analysis - in Winning with the Naj- 
dorf, Danny King cryptically refers 
to an unspecified improvement for 
Black, but I don’t see anything obvi¬ 
ously wrong with Lepeshkin’s line. 

3b) 17 £>h3 Ad7 (White has ex¬ 
treme difficulty disentangling his 
pieces, but on the other hand he is a 
pawn up) and now: 

3bl) 18 Wd2 0-0-0 19 Ae2 &e3 
20 Wxd6 Wxd6 21 Sxd6 £>xg2 22 
£)f2 £sf4 23 Sd2 Sh4 24 b3 Sdh8 
with an equal position, Litvinov- 
Zhidkov, USSR 1973. 

3b2) 18 2d2 0-0-0 (18...b5!? 19 
£)dl a5 20£>df2£te3 21 £>f4 a4 22 
a3 £>5c4 23 i.xc4 £lxc4 24 Hddl 
#g5 + Babulova-Kubikova, corr 
1986) 19 £>dl Sdg8 20 *bl i.c6 21 
a3 *b8 (21...b5 22 £idf2 S)e3 23 g3 
£>3c4 24 £xc4 £ixc4 25 Sddl We5 
26 c3 f5 = Sommer-Kohl, corr) 22 
b4 Wb6 23 fob! Wd4 24 Sel V 2 -V 2 
Minic-Stoica, Bath Echt 1973. 
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3b3) 18 Sdel 0-0-0 19 £>dl 
Edg8 20 *bl <&b8 (20...&c6! «) 21 
Wd2 b5 22 Se2 &c6 23 &df2 £tf6 
24 b4 Wd4 25 c3 Wb6 26 £>g5 Bh5 
27 h4 &C7 28 g3 ± Occhipinti-Pri- 
mavera, corr 1974. 

15 ... £.d7 

15...Sg8 (15...^xf3 transposes 

to the note to Black’s 14th) 16 Bhfl 
£>f6 17 £>xe5 dxe5 18 Ef2 Jidl 19 
Bdfl Bg6 20 £>d5l? exd5 21 exd5 ± 
Suder-Stachanszyk, corr 1993. 

16 h3 £>xf3 

Or 16...£}f6 (a pawn sacrifice) and 
now: 

1) 17 £>xg5 £>h5 18 We3 Sg8! 
19 Ah4 Wd8 20 g4 £>g7 and there is 
no satisfactory answer to the threat 
of 21...2h8, Jaloszynski-Siekaniec, 
corr 1992. 

2) 17jLxe5(ifWhiteisgoingto 
take the pawn, this is the best way to 
win it) dxe5 18 £}xg5 £>h5 19 Wg4 
£>f4 20 h4 f6 21 <SMi3 0-0-0 22 g3 
£}h5 23 Wf3 t Zrzary-Lehmann, 
corr. The misplaced knight on h3 
provides some compensation, but 
not enough. 

3) 17 Shfl £>h5 18 ±h2 Sh7 19 
&bl 0-0-0 20 We3 g4 (20...Sg8? 21 
£>xe5 dxe5 22 Wa7 +-) 21 £>xe5 
dxe5 22 hxg4 £>f6 23 Agl 2g8 24 
g5 £>h5 25 Wa7 Wb8 26 Wxb8+ 
<&xb8 27 ^.xa6 Ac8 28 ib5 2xg5 
29 £d7 §M6 30 £.xc8 *xc8 31 Bd2 
2g4 32 £b6 5M7 33 £gl £tf6 V 2 -V 2 
Hamers-Boll, corr 1977. 

4) 17 Ehel £>h5 18 Ah2 0-0-0 
19 Wf2 &xd3+ 20 2xd3 &c6?! 21 
Qsd5 exd5 22 exd5 £b5? 23 Bc3 
JLc4 24 £M2 +- Packroff-Sieben- 
hiiner, coir 1988. 

5) 17We3£fo518£h2Bc819g4 
£>f4 20 £xf4 gxf4 21 Wxf4 Wa5 22 


2hfl £>g6 23 We3 2xh3 = Stambu- 
lin-Egiazarian, Armenian Ch 1994. 

17 hxg4 (D) 

17 gxO £le5 is just bad, for exam¬ 
ple 18 ^bl (18 h4 is just line 3c of 
the note to Black’s 14th move, but 
with Black having the extra tempo 
...jLd7) itf6! (Black has a favourable 
version of the note to Black’s 14th 
move) 19 Bel &g6 20 £>dl i.e5 21 
JLxe5 dxe5 ? Jano§evi6-Martino- 
vic, Yugoslav Ch 1977. 



17 ... Bxhl 

Alternatively, 17...£}h4 18 Bh3 
i.c6 (18...0-0-0 19 e5 &c6 20 Axa6 
bxa6 21 exd6 jfc.xd6 22 Bxd6 Bxd6 

23 Wxa6+ &d7 24 Axd6 Wxd6 25 
Bd3 Ad5 26 Wa7+ Wc7 27 Wa4+ 
Wc6 28 £>xd5! ± Estrin-Arnlind, 
corr 1980) 19 e5 d5 and now: 

1) 20 Af2 0-0-0 21 ±d4 £>g6 
(21...Bhg8 22 g3 £>g6 23 Bh7 Bdf8 

24 Efl £e8 25 We3 Bh8 26 Efhl 
Bxh7 27 Bxh7 Sg8 = Grodzensky- 
Zelinsky, corr 1984; 21...Bdf8 22 
Bdhl £}g6 23 JLxg6 Bxh3 24 Bxh3 
fxg6 25 Sh7 Wd8 26 g3 = Janocha- 
Lehmann, corr 1987) 22 Jkxg6 Bxh3 
23 gxh3 fxg6 24 Wd3 2g8 25 Bfl 
Wd8 26 Bf7 We8 27 Wfl 2f8 = Bar- 
statis-Zelinsky, corr 1984. 
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2) 20 ttZ2 2f8 (20...2g8!?should 
also be met by 21 &bl ±) 21 £te2 (21 
^bl! was more accurate, so as to 
play £te2 next move) .&b5 22 <&bl 
£c4 23 £>d4 i.c5 24 c3 &xd3+ 25 
Sxd3 = Griinfeld-Ljubojevic, Thes¬ 
saloniki OL 1984. 

3) 20 Wfl 2f8 21 £>e2 ^a5 22 
<&bl #a4 23 £>f4 0-0-0 24 We2 b5 
25 £>h5 <&>b7 26 £>f6 2c8 27 &xh4 
gxh4 28 2xh4 1 G.Andersson-Kenez, 
corr 1987. 

18 2xhl £h4 

and now: 

1) 19#f2#c5 20»xc5dxc5 21 
e5 c4 22 £.e4 0-0-0 23 &f2 2h8 = 
Toothill-Silva, corr. 

2) 19 2fl £>g6 20 #f2 (20 Wf3 
£>h8 21 £.f2 0-0-0 22 &d4 2f8 23 
Ag7! 2g8 24 #h3 «d8 25 »h7 
We8 26 e5 d5 27 £>e2 £\g6 28 i.xg6 
fxg6 29 ^.f6 ± Barstatis-Rusakov, 
con* 1984; 20 e5?! £>f4 21 £xf4 
gxf4 22 exd6 ixd6! 23 £>d5 Wa5 
24 £>f6+ <&e7 25 £>xd7 «xa2! 26 c3 
{ 4 ) xd7 ¥ Antonov-A.Timoshenko, corr 
1990) £ih8 21 Wd4 0-0-0 22 £>a4 
(22 e5 £c6 23 exd6 &xd6 24 &xd6 
®xd6 25 #xd6 Sxd6 26 Shi £ig6 
27 £)e4 jLxe4 28 Axe4 £)e5 ¥ Del 
Vasto-Bertolucci, corr 1985) Ae8 23 
®xh8 ±xa4 24 Wd4 £e8 25 b4 #c6 
with equality, Morgado-Pereira, corr 
1990. 

3) 19 e5!? £c6 20 Sfl £>xg2! 
(20...£xg2 21 Sf2 £c6 22 Wfl d5 
23 Sxf7 0-0-0 24 £.f2 + Portilho- 
Velloso, corr 1983) 21 exd6 $Lxd6 
22 £xd6 Wxd6 23 £)e4 &xe4 24 
±xe4! &f4 25 #c4 «. 

The conclusion is that White has 
few chances for an advantage in this 
line. 


C2) 

12 eS(D) 



This move came to prominence 
when Black’s resources in Cl started 
to appeared adequate. Although this 
line leads to unbalanced and double¬ 
edge positions, it probably gives 
White no advantage in theory. 

12 ... gxh4 

The alternative 12...dxe5 is cru¬ 
cial, but has hardly been played at 
all: 13 £ixe6 (13 fxg5!? *>) fxe6 
(13...Wb6 14 £>g7+ *f8 15 fxg5 
hxg5 16 J.f2 ± Wagman-Tatai, Reg¬ 
gio Emilia 1965/6) 14 ,&g6+ &d8 
(14...&f8 15 fxg5 hxg5 16jLxg5 tf?g7 
17 Wg3 is dangerous) 15 fxg5 ^e8 
(15...£ih7 16 Ji.xh7 hxg5 «) 16 £)e4 
Wa5 17 £>f6 (17 £xe8 Sxe8 18 
Wxa2 19 2xd7+ £xd7 20 Wxb7 
®al+ 21 <&d2 Ab4+! is also a mess) 
€M6(17...«Txa2!?) 18£txd7±xd7 19 
Sxd6 $Lx d6 20 #xb7 Sc8 21 gxh6+ 
£e7 22 Af2 Ac5 23 £h4+ V 2 -V 2 
Sakharov-Gasanov, USSR 1980. 

13 exf6 $lxf6 (D) 

Or 13....&xf6 and now: 

1) 14 We4?! £>b6 15 Shfl d5 16 
®e3 *c5 17 £>ce2 JLd7 18 <&bl 
0-0-0 with an edge for Black, Taba- 
rov-Zhidkov, USSR 1978. 
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2) 14 Ae4 4k:5 (14...#b6 15 &b3 
£>c5 16 f5 Ad7 17 fxe6 Ag5+ 18 
tf?bl Axe6 19 £sxc5 Wxc5 20 Axb7 
-I— Arnason-Hanreck, Manchester 
1981) 15 f5 0-0 16 *bl (16 Wh5!? 
*>; 16 Wg4+ Ag5+ 17 &bl d5 18 
Axd5 exd5 19 £>xd5 #e5 20 ®f3 
Axf5 21 <5)xe5 Axg4 22 ®xg4 4)e4 
and Black’s active minor pieces 
compensate for the broken pawns, 
Moskovich-Vitolins, USSR 1984) 
d5 17 Ad3 We5! 18 Shfl! ®xd4 19 
I'xe6 Axe6 20 Ae2! We5 21 Wxf6 
Wxf6 22 Sxf6 &g7 23 Sf4 h3 24 
gxh3 Sad8 = Barash-Zelinsky, con- 
1981. 

3) 14 5)de2 *hc5 (14...Wb6 15 
s4?bl?! {15 Ac4; 15 Shfl) 4)c5 16 f5 
Ae 5 17 Ac4 Ad7 V 2 -V 2 Sakharov- 
Foigel, USSR 1979) 15 f5 Ae5 (not 
l5...A g 5+ 16 *bl Ad7 17 fxe6 
Axe6 18 Af5 Axf5 19 #xf5 #d7 
20 <2)d4 ± Tavadian-Lapenis, USSR 
1979) 16 fxe6 Axc6 17 jSLf5 We7 18 
Axe6 Wg5+ 19 ^bl fxe6 20 <S^e4 
£>xe4 21 Wxe4, Bryson-Hartman, 
Thessaloniki OL 1984,21...0-0-0! ?. 



14 f5 

Or 14 Shel Ad7 and now: 

1) 15 &bl 5g8 16 ®e2 0-0-0 17 
£>f5 Ac6 18 £>xh4 d5 19 g3 Ab4 20 


a3 Axc3 21 bxc3 £>d7 + Michal- 
czak-Sehrt, 2nd Bundesliga 1994. 

2) 15'if20-0-0(15...®b6!?)16 
5)f5 Ac6 17 #a7 She8 18 £>d4 £>d7 
19 f5 £ie5 20 fxe6 Ag5+ 21 &bl 
fxe6, Westerinen-Evans, Siegen OL 
1970, 22 Ae4! <*>. 

3) 15 f5 e5 16 £k4 0-0-0 17 £lxf6 
Axf6 18 5)e2 (if only White had 
time to play 5)c3 and Ae4) d5! 19 
®xd5 Ac6 20 Wb3 Axg2 21 Ac4 
Sxdl+ 22 Sxdl Sd8 and the two 
bishops plus passed e-pawn gave 
Black the advantage in Jadoul-Griin- 
feld, Brussels 1985. 

4) 15 Be3! (a promising line) 
0-0-0 (15...Ac6 16 £lxc6 W\c6 17 
Ae4 ^xc4 18 Sxe4 0-0-0 19 £ld5 
exd5 20 Sxe7 Sde8 21 Bxf7 ± Pas- 
ko-Labuz, con 1994) 16 Axa6! bxa6 
17 Wa8+ Wb8 18 Wxa6+ Wbl 19 
«Ta5 £>g4 (19...d5 20 £>a4! Ad6 21 
Sc3+ Ac7 22 <5)b6+ *b8 23 Sxc7 
<&xc7 24 £>xd5+ &b8 25 £>xf6) 20 
Sf3 Ac6 21 £>xc6 Wxc6 22 £>a4 &d7 
23 Sc3 1-0 Poli-Anelli, con 1981. 

14 ... e5 

15 £sde2 Ad7 

Or 15...d5!? (15. ..Wc6 16 Ae4 
£)xe4 17 £>xe4 Ad7 18 £>2c3 Sc8 
19 Sd2 Ag5 20 £>xg5 hxg5 21 Wg4 
f6 22 Shdl Wc4 23 Kxc4 Sxc4 24 
Sxd6 t Santacruz-Navarro, Asun¬ 
cion 1995) 16 £>xd5 £>xd5 17 #xd5 
Ad7 18 Wf3 0-0-0 19 f6 Ac5 20 £>c3 
Ac6 21 Ae4 Axe4 22 Wxe4 Sd4!? 
- Isaev-Namark, con 1987. 

16 Ae4 

16 £>e4 d5! (16...Ac6 17 £)xf6+ 
Axf6 18 Ae4 0-0-0 19 £lc3 &b8 20 
4>bl Sc8 21 5)d5 Axd5 22 Sxd5 
with a slight advantage for White, 
Parma-Bukic, Ljubljana-Portoroz 
1977; 16...£>d5 17f6 Af8 18<&4c3 
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£lb619 ±e4 ±c6 20 £id5 ± Kristen- 
sen-Molvig, Copenhagen 1995) 17 
£)xf6+ Axf6 18 #xd5 &c6 19 #b3 
(19«c5 0-0-0 20 Shgl *b8 21g3 
h3 + Biriescu-Gheorghiu, Romanian 
Ch 1977) 0-0-0 20 ±c4 £xg2 21 
Shgl .&g5+ + Parma-Bukic, Yugo¬ 
slav Ch 1978. 

16 ... ±c6 (D) 

Or: 

1) 16...0-0-0 17 £>d5 £>xd5 18 
±xd5 i.g5+ 19 *bl £c6 20 £ic3 ± 
Stean-Szmetan, Haifa OL 1976. 

2) 16...Eg8!? 17 <&d5 (17 i.xb7 
looks very risky) 4lxd5 18 iLxd5 Sg5 
19 g4 hxg3 20 4)xg3 <*>. 

3) 16...Sc8!? (an interesting idea; 
Black heads for an ending in which 
his central pawn mass compensates 
for the broken kingside pawns, pro¬ 
vided that he can prevent White es¬ 
tablishing a blockade on d5) 17 ,&xb7 
i.c6 18 iL xc6+ Wxc6 19 ®xc6+ 
Sxc6 20 Shf 1 Sg8 21 g3 Sc5 22 a3 
*d7 23 *bl *c6 (Black’s plan has 
been a success) 24 Sf3 d5 ¥ Khluse- 
vich-N^verovsky, Moscow 1986. 



17 £)d5 jLxdS 
18.&xd5Sc8(18...£txd5 19Sxd5 
jLg5+ 20 *bl 0-0-0 was Stean-Gar- 
cia, Lublin 1975, and now 21 #e4 


stopping ..Mc4-f4 would have been 
good for White) 19 £>c3 b5!? (or 
19...Sb8 20 Shel b5 21 £b3 Sh7 ± 
Caturla-Goh, Penang 1974) with the 
alternatives: 

1) 20 £.b3 Wc6 21 We2 Bg8 22 
£sd5 a5! 23 £>xf6+ ±xf6 24 icd5 
#b6 25 Sd3 Bg5 (25...*e7 26 Bhdl 
Sc5 27 *bl « ’h- 'h Nunn-Ljubo- 
jevic, London 1980) 26 *bl *18 27 
c3 b4 28 c4 e4! 29 £.xe4 Be8 30 
Bd5! h3! 31 g3 b3! (the start of a 
spectacular combination) 32 axb3 
a4! 33 b4 a3! 34 bxa3 Bg4! 35 lTxg4 
Wf2 36 kcl Be3! 37 Ba5?! (37 Wf4 
Bxa3! 38 Ba5 Bb3+ 39 *cl i.g5 +) 
#g2!! -+ 38 Bdl Bb3+! 39 *cl 
^.b2+ 40 *bl id4+ 0-1 Isaev-A.Ti- 
moshenko, corr 1991. 

2) 20 i.b7! Bb8 (20...0-0 21 
£xc8 Sxc8 22 We2 Wc6, Monin- 
Rusakov, corr 1986, 23 Shel! d5 24 
Wxe5 b4 25 Wxe7 bxc3 26 b3 ±) 21 
£.xa6 #c5 22 &xb5+! Bxb5 23 
»a8+ *d7 (23...&d8 24 Wa4 +-) 
24 Wxh8 ±. 

D) 

8 ... ®c7 

9 0-0-0 £>bd7 

10 £d3 h6 

11 Wh3 (D) 
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According to current theory, this 
offers White better chances than 11 
Ah4. 

11 ... £sb6 

The best reply. Others: 

1) ll...£k5 and now: 

la) 12 £.h4 e5 13 £>f5 g6 (here 
the ...e5 and ...g6 idea does not work; 
13..JLxf5 ±) 14 £>xe7 Axh3 15 
£xf6 Ae6 16 £led5 #a5 17 &xh8 ± 
Marcantoni-Bartha, Paris Ch 1991. 

lb) 12 f5 Ad7 13 fxe6 £ixe6 
(and not 13...fxe6 14 e5 ±) 14 JLxf6 
£>f4 (14...£>xd4 15 £ld5 #c5 16 
±xd4 Ag5+ 17 4>bl #xd4 18 #g3 
±) 15 #g3 Axf6 16 flhfl i.xd4 17 
#xf4 Jixc3 18 #xf7+ *d8 19 bxc3 
Wxc3 with equality, Benjamin-Lutz, 
Munich 1994. 

lc) 12 Shel 2g8 (12...e5 13 £lf5 
Axf5 14 exf5 0-0-0 15 Axf6 Axf6 
16 £ld5 #c6, Mehner-Albrecht, con- 
1987, 17 £>e7+! Axe7 18 f6+ 2d7 
19 fxe7 ±; 12...^.d7 13 e5?! dxe5 14 
fxe5 £>d5 15 Axe7 £lxe7 16 Wg3 
0-0 17 -5le4 £ixe4 18 2xe4 ^f5 = 
Milosevic-Sherwin, Switzerland Cht 
1995) 13 e5 dxe5 14 fxe5 hxg5 15 exf6 
i.xf6 16 £id5 #d8 17 Ah7 2h8 18 
£>f5 g4 19 #g3 *f8 20 £)xf6 1-0 
Planinc-Najdorf, Wijk aan Zee 1973. 

2) ll...b5 12 e5 dxe5 13 <&xe6 
fxe6 14 i.g6+ &d8 15 £xf6 Axf6 
16 #xe6 #c4, Sakharov-Palatnik, 
USSR 1973,17 2d5! followed by 18 
Shdl with an enormous attack. 

3) ll...£T8 12 Axf6 (12 f5 4l8h7 
13 Ae3 e5 14 4lb3 b5 = Savon-Shus- 
terman, USSR 1974) Axf6 13 iLb5+! 
Ad7 14 £.xd7+ £>xd7 (14...#xd7 
15 e5 dxe5 16 £>db5 #c6 17 &d6+ 
4?e7 18 4lce4 is very dangerous, for 
example 18...#a4 {to stop #a3) 19 
#f3 #xa2 20 4lxf6 #al+ 21 <4d2 


#a5+ 22 &e2 +-) 15 £ixe6 fxe6 16 
Wxe6+ Ae7 (16...<448 is critical; 
then 17 e5 &c5 18 #xd6+ #xd6 19 
2xd6 Ae7 20 2ddl may be ±, but 17 
2xd6! 4 )c 5 18 #d5 looks best, for 
example 18...J.xc3 19 bxc3 £lxe4 
20 2d7#xf4+ 21 4b2, followed by 
2el, is ±) 17 #g6+ 4>f8 18 e5 dxe5 
19 #f5+ &e8 20 fxe5 Ag5+ 21 <4bl 
£>f8 22 £ie4 2d8 23 2xd8+ 4xd8 
24 2dl+ 4e7 25 &d6 £kl7 26 #f7+ 
4d8 27 e6 Ae7 28 £>f5 1-0 Finoc- 
chiaro-Gatto, con 1978. 

4) 11...2g8 and now: 

4a) 12 £.xf6 Axf6 (12...£lxf6 13 
f5 e5 14 5)de2 Ad7 = J.Ivanov-Lian- 
gov, Kazanlak 1987) 13 Ae2 (13 e5 
dxe5 14 5)xe6 #c6! +) Wb6 14 4lb3 
£>c5 15 £)xc5 #xc5 16 2d3 Ad7 % 
Monison-Bacon, USA 1976. 

4b) 12 e5 dxe5 (12...hxg5 13 
exf6 5)xf6 14 fxg5 e5 15 £lf5 g6 16 
gxf6 ,&xf6 17 #h7 +- Monison- 
Bacon, con 1979) 13 £>xe6 fxe6 (or 
13...#b6 14&xg7+2xg7 lSt'xlri 
2g8 16 2hel ®) 14 Ag6+ 4>d8 15 
jLxf6 Axf6 16 #xe6 2f8 and now 
17 2d6 or 17 2hel is very dangerous 
for Black. 

4c) 12 iLh4 (odd, as there seems 
little point to #113 if White is going 
to play jLh4 immediately after) b5 
(12...g5!?; 12...£ib6) 13 i.f2?3c5 14 
e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 £sfd7 16 2hel b4 17 
£)bl iLb7 18 5)f3 ^.d5 = Blasovsky- 
Litvinov, con 1989. 

12 f5 

This became the main line after 
other moves were abandoned: 

1) 12 2hel e5 13 <&f5 Axf5 14 
exf5 0-0-0 and now: 

la) 15 &h4 exf4 16 Af2 2he8 17 
£.xb6 #xb6 18 £c4 d5 19 Axd5 
(19 £lxd5 £lxd5 20 £xd5 Af6 21 
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Wb3 Wxb3 22 £xb3 Sxel 23 Sxel 
.&g5 ? Timman-Browne, Wijk aan 
Zee 1974) £b4 20 S)a4 ±d2+ (or 
20...Wf2 21 2xe8 Sxe8 22 Wb3 
We3+ 23 *bl Wxb3 24 i.xb3 Se2 = 
Planinc-Browne, Madrid 1973) 21 
&bl Wf2 22 Sfl Wd4 23 i.b3 Se3 
24 Wh4 Se2 ? Zaitsev-Lorincz, corr 
1980. 

lb) 15 £xf6 £xf6 16 £)e4 (16 
fxe5 dxe5 17 £le4 3ig5+ 18 <tbl 
&b8 19 c3 She8 20 Wg4 We7 21 g3 
V 2 -V 2 Wittmann-Griinfeld, Munich 
Z 1987) d5 17 £ixf6 gxf6 18 fxe5 
fxe5 19 &fl &b8 20 Sd3 e4 21 2c3 
We5 = Milosevic-Borner, Switzer¬ 
land Cht 1995. 

2) 12 £h4 e5 (12...±d7? 13 Shel 
e5 14 £)f5 i.xf5 15 exf5 0-0-0 16 
-&f2 ±) 13 £)f5 (D) and now: 



2a) 13,.JLxf5 14 exf5 (14 Wxf5 
g6 15 Wh3 Wc8 16 f5 gxf5 17 exf5 
§)bd7 18 JLe4 = Planinc-Portisch, 
Ljubljana/Portoroz 1975) 0-0-0 (not 

14.. .£ifd5?! 15 £sxd5 £)xd5 16fxe5 
dxe5 17 jLxe7 Wxe7 18 jLxa6! ± 
Timman-Browne, Wijk aan Zee 1975; 

14.. .exf4 15 Wf3 0-0-0 16 Wxf4 d5 
«) 15 JLG exf4 (15...2he8 16 £xb6 
Wxb6 17 £c4 exf4 18 £xf7 2f8 19 
jLe6+ 'ibS 20 2d3 ± Estrin-Kletsel, 


corr 1975) with a likely transposition 
to line la after 16 2hel 2he8. 

2b) 13...g6! 14 5)xe7 ±xh3 15 
£xf6 ±e6 16 f5 2f8 (16...gxf5 17 
exf5 jLc4 18 ^.xc4 Wxc4 19 2xd6 
5)d7 20 2xd7 *xd7 21 2dl+ &e8 

22 £)ed5 2g8 23 g3 2c8 24 i.xe5 
2c6 25 £yf6+ 2xf6 26 £xf6 Wc7 27 
2el+ &f8 28 2dl V 2 -V 2 Packroff- 
Ugge, corr) 17 fxe6 (17 &b5+ i.d7! 
18 £sed5 ftxd5 19 4lxd5 Wa5! 20 
i.xd7+ 4>xd7 21 a4 Wc5 22 b4 Wc6 

23 a5 gxf5 is clearly better for Black, 
as in Timman-Kavalek, Amsterdam 
1975; 17 fxg6 fxg6 18 -£Lb5+, Koppe- 
Kammel, corr 1987, 18...&f7! 19 
2hfl Wc5 20 £.e2 2ae8 +) fxe6 18 
£.b5+ axb5 19 ^xb5 Wb8 20 £>xd6+ 
Wxd6 21 2xd6 £lc4 22 £g7! 2xa2 
23 &bl 2xb2+ 24 *al 2f2 25 2xe6 
2bxc2 (25...&f7 26 Sf6+ Sxf6 27 
Axf6 &xf6 28 £ld5+ =) 26 £)f5+ 
(26 £sd5+ &d7 27 Se7+ &d8 28 
Sxb7? {28 £Lxe5 Ha2+ 29 &bl 4)a3+ 
30 <&cl 2fc2+ 31 &dl Sd2+ 32 
$el Sxd5 +} 2a2+ 29 &bl £>a3+ 
0-1 Monti-Chiesa, corr 1977) &d7 
27 2e7+ &c8 28 2e8+ <&c7 29 
j&.xe5+ £)xe5 30 2xe5 gxf5 31 exf5 
2a2+ 32 &bl 2fb2+ 33 <4?cl 2xg2 
+. Needless to say an inferior ending 
is no recommendation for 12 jk.h4. 

3) 12 2hfl i.d7 13 f5 (13 i.h4 
2c8 (13. ..0-0-0; 13. ..e5) 14 Wg3 
e5! 15 fxe5 dxe5 16 £tf5 £.xf5 17 
JLxf6 jtxf6 18 2xf5 We7 = Timman- 
Browne, Amsterdam 1976) e5 14 
5)b3 0-0-0 15 $Le3 £)a4 (compared 
with the main line below, the moves 
2hfl and ...0-0-0 have been added; 
Black’s extra move looks more use¬ 
ful than White’s) 16 Jid2 5)xc3 17 
$Lxc3 &b8 = Bronstein-Tukmakov, 
USSR Ch 1974. 
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4) 12jLxf6 JLxf6 13 jLb5+jLd7 
(lS.-.^fS! wins material for insuffi¬ 
cient compensation) 14 jLxd7+Wxd7 
15 e5 i.e7 (15...dxe5 16 £sdb5 Wc6 
17 £)d6+ <ie7 18 £sde4 is danger¬ 
ous) 16 exd6 3ixd6 17 g3 0-0-0 18 
£ie4 Wa4 19 £ixd6+ Sxd6 ? Celli- 
Gatto, corr 1979. 

12 ... e5 (D) 



13 £ide2 

Or 13 £)b3 (13 4)f3 i.d7 14 i.xf6 
J.xf6 15 g4 0-0-0 16 Wg3 &g5+ 17 
£ixg5 hxg5 18 h4 gxh419 Sxh4 Sxh4 
20 Wxh4 ii.c6 = Grefe-Browne, US 
Ch 1974) £.dl and now: 

1) 14 &bl 0-0-0 (14...£c6 15 
£id2 0-0-0 16 &xf6 Axf6 17 £)c4 
d5 18 £ixb6+ Wxb6 19 Wh5 dxe4 20 
&xe4 Hd4 21 Wf3 Shd8 22 5d3 
Wc5 23 Shdl Wc4 = Velimirovic- 
Ilin£ic, Bor 1986) 15 £.xf6 £xf6 16 
£jd5 £)xd5 17 exd5 e4 18 i.xe4 Wb6 

19 J*Ld3 She8 with enough compen¬ 
sation for the pawn, Ciocaltea-Naj- 
dorf, Nice OL 1974. 

2) 14 Ae3 £ia4 (14...£sc4? 15 
jSlxc4 Wxc4 16 £3d2 Wc6 17 ji.g5! ± 
Timman-Hamann, Amsterdam 1975) 
15 £sd5 (15 ±d2?! £sxc3 16 JLx c3 
a5 17 a3 £c6 18 Shel b5 19 g4 b4 

20 axb4 axb4 21 i.xb4 Wb7 22 Aa3, 


Timman-Portisch, Plovdiv Echt 
1983, and now 22...0-0! 23 Wg2 Sa4 
24 £3d2 Sxa3 25 bxa3 d5 would have 
been excellent for Black according 
to Portisch) £>xd5 16 exd5 <£lb6 (ex¬ 
changing dark-squared bishops by 

16.. .0-0-0 17 *bl £g5?! rebounded 
after 18 jLxg5 hxg5 19 Wg4 f6 20 h4 
gxh4 21 Wxg7 Sdf8 22 Exh4 ± in 
Jovcic-Bukic, Belgrade 1977) 17 
&xb6 Wxb6 18 &bl ±f6 19 Wf3 a5 
(19...0-0-0 = Quinteros-Szmetan, 
Fortaleza 1975) 20 Shel a4 21 £ld2 
a3 22 <£sc4 Wc7 <*> S0rensen-Arno- 
villi, corr 1977. 

13 ... Ad7 

14 &bl 

Or 14 Ae3 (14 Shel Jic6 15 i.e3 
{15 £)g3 Sc8 16 *bl &bd7 17 
&xf6 ±xf6 18 £)h5 b5 = Gufeld- 
Savon, USSR 1975) £ibd7 16 g4 
0-0-0 17 Wf3 b5 18 h4 £)c5 « Sub- 
asic-Bukic, Yugoslav Ch 1980; the 
text-move threatens 15 iLxb6 and 16 
icc4) and now: 

1) 14...g6 15 g4 h5 16 Shgl! 
0-0-0 17 g5 5)g4 18 5xg4 hxg4 19 
Wxg4 ± Nunn-Plaskett, Paris 1983. 

2) 14...£sc 4!? 15 itxc4 Wxc4 16 
g4 Sc8 (16...Ac6) 17 Wf3 &c6 18 
£)g3 b5 19 Sd3 Ab7 20 b3 Wc7 21 
We2 b4 22 &d5 <S)xd5 23 exd5 Wa5 
24 ibl jLxd5 + Cramer-Dietz, corr 
1989. 

3) 14...±c615g4(15 Wf3 0-0-0 

16 i.xb6 Wxb6 17 i.c4 4)xe4! 18 
£)xe4 d5 19 Wg4 We3+ 20 £>d2 h5 
21 Wxg7 dxc4 22 Shel Sxd2 0-1 
Klaird-Burris, corr 1984) 0-0-0! (not 

15.. .d5 16 g5! <£)xe4 17 Axe4 dxe4 
18 gxh6 gxh6 19 J.xb6 Wxb6 20 
<&d5 i.xd5 21 Sxd5 ±) 16 Wf3 d5! 

17 jLxb6 Wxb6 18 exd5, Chandler- 
Browne, Bath 1983, 18...5xd5! 19 
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Ae4 Sxdl + 20 Sxdl £ke4 gives 
Black a slight advantage. 

14 ... $Lc6(D) 

14...0-0-0? doesn’t give Black 
sufficient time to preserve his knight 
after 15 Ae3 4.c6 (15...d5 16 Axb6 
*xb6 17 £>xd5 £>xd5 18 exd5 Aa3 
19 b3 <&b8 20 Wg3 ± d’Amore-Bal- 
docchi, corr 1985) 16 Axb6 ®xb6 
17 Ac4 ^b8 18 £M5 ± Browne-Fra- 
guela. Las Palmas 1977. 



15 Ae3 d5 

15...£ibd7 .(passive) 16 g4 0-0-0 
17 Wf3 y thc5 (17...g5 18 a4 <&b8 19 
&cl #a5 20 £>b3 Wb4 21 Ad2 ®b6 
22 Ac4 £hc5 23 a5 Wb4 24 Wc2 
£\xb3 25 cxb3 Wc5 26 b4 ± B.An- 
dersson-Stewart, corr 1979) 18 Axe 5 
dxc5 19 Ac4 Bxdl+ 20 Sxdl Sd8 
21 £ig3 Bxdl+ 22 Wxdl Ad8 23 
Ad5 £>xd5 (23...Ae8 24 h4 c4 25 g5 
hxg5 26 hxg5 £>xd5 27 exd5 Axg5 
28 £>ge4 Ad8 29 d6 Wc6 30 ®g4 ± 
Browne-Grefe, Lone Pine 1976) 24 
exd5 Ae8 25 d6 Wdl 26 £>ge4 b6 27 
Wd5 lfc6 28 Wxe5 Af6 29 ®d5 
Axc3 30 %3xc3 < 4 > d7 = De Korte- 
Fijlstra, corr 1986. The fact that 
Black just scraped a draw in this 
one example is no recommendation 
for 15...^bd7. 


16 Axb6 *xb6 

17 exd5 Aa3 18 b3 Axd5 (not 

18.. .6xd5? 19 $3xd5 Axd5 20 ^c3 
Ac6 21 f6! trapping Black’s king in 
the centre) 19 Q$xd5 £}xd5 20 Ae4! 
(20 Ac4 £>f6 21 £>c3 0-0 22 £>d5 
£>xd5 23 Axd5, Nunn-Browne, Til¬ 
burg 1982 and now 23...Sad8 or 

23.. .e4 would be at least equal for 
Black) £>f6 21 Wf3 Sb8 22 £c3 
®c5? (this line needs further tests, 
but after 22...0-0 the position ap¬ 
pears equal) 23 £id5 £}xe4 24 Wxe4 
0-0 25 b4 Wb5 26 Sd3 Bfd8 27 
Shdl Axb4 28 a4 Wa5 29 &xb4 +- 
Schafer-Beyer, corr 1988. 

E) 

8 ... Wc7 

9 0-0-0 £>bd7 

10 Ad3 h6 

11 h4?! (D) 



A crazy-looking move which is 
almost certainly unsound. 

11 ... £>c5 

The best reply; Black continues 
his development while keeping the 
possibility of ...hxg5 hanging over 
White’s head. 

1) ll...hxg5 12 hxg5 Bf8 (the 
variation 12...Sxhl 13 Sxhl £}g8 14 
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Eh8 *f8 15 fh3 d5 16 e5 Axg5 17 
Bxg8+ results in mate, Fiorentini- 
Villa, corr 1984) 13 gxf6 Axf6 14 
£>de2 foc5 15 *bl Sb8 16 g4 ± Sil- 
man-Tarjan, Lone Pine 1979. 

2) 1 l...b5 (a playable alternative) 
12 i.xf6 £>xf6 (12„.gxf6 13 f5 {13 
g4!?} foe5 14 #h5 b4 15 £>ce2 
fox d3+ 16 Sxd3 e5 17 foe6 Wb6 
18g4Ab7 19£ig3 Bc8 20g5?{20 
&bl Wf2 21 Eel °°} Wf2 21 c3 bxc3 
22 bxc3 d5! -+ Ambrosino-Chiesa, 
corr 1977) 13 e5 Ab7 14 Vh3 (14 
Wg3 dxe5 15 fxe5 0-0! ¥ shows the 
dark side of h4) £kl5 (14...dxe5 15 
foxc6 fxe6 16 Ag6+ if8 17 #xe6 
®c4 18 Wxc4 bxc4 19 fxe5 Axg2 20 
exf6 Axhl 21 fxe7+ &xe7 22Exhl 
+- Hakki-Sinprayoon, Lucerne OL 
1982) 15 4Dxe6?! (critical, but appar¬ 
ently unsound; after other moves 
Black is at least equal) fxe6 16 lfxe6 
£>xf4 17 A g6+ *d8 18 Wg4 VTc4 19 
Af5 g6 + Czaya-Born, corr 1975. 

3) ll...Wb6 12 £idc2 fofS (or 
12...£>c5 13 Axf6 Axf6 {13...gxf6 14 
f5 ±( 14 g4 Ad7 15 g5 ±) 13 Axf6 
Axf6 14 e5! dxe5 15 foe.4 Ad7 16 
®g3! ± Velimirovic-Garcia Marti¬ 
nez, Ljubljana-Portoroz 1975. 

4) ll...£lb6 12 g4 hxg5 13 hxg5 
Exhl 14 Bxhl fofdl 15 g6 Af6 16 
gxf7+ &xf7 17 foxe6 &xe6 18 £)d5 
f\18 19 g5 Axg5 20 Wg4+ -4>f7 21 
#h5+ *e6 22 Wg6+ fof6 23 fxg5 
4ibxd5 24 exd5+ 4*xd5 25 gxf6 #xf6 
26 Ae4+ <&e6? 27 WcS+ #e7 28 
Ad5+ *f6 29 Efl+ 1-0 Chiesa-Am- 
brosino, corr 1977. 

12 f5 

Or: 

1) 12g4hxg5 (12...Ad7 13 Axf6 
Axf6 14 focc2 0-0-0 15 g5 hxg5 16 
hxg5 Exhl 17 Exhl Axd4! 18 4)xd4 


e5 = Mariotti-Browne, Manila 1976) 
13 hxg5 Exhl 14 Exhl £>fd7 15 g6 
fxg6 16 Bh8+ (or 16 Ac4 £sb6! 17 
Sh8+ Af8 18 f5 and now either 
18...#f7! or 18...&xc4 19 fxe6 We7 

20 £sd5 ®g5+ refutes White’s at¬ 
tack) £>f8 17 f5 Ag5+ 18 &bl WH 
-+ Tolnai-Ruck, Budapest 1993. 

2) 12e5£)xd3+(12...hxg5 13exf6 
Axf6? is a mistake because of 14 
Ab5+!) 13 Wxd3 dxe5 (13...hxg5 14 
exf6 Axf6 15 £te4 is less clear) 14 
fxe5 #xe5! (14...hxg5 15 exf6 Axf6 
\6foeA Ad7 17 hxg5 Exhl 18 Exhl 
Ae7 19 Eh8+ Af8 20 g6 0-0-0 ¥ 
Schroder-Strausz, corr 1988) 15 Af4 
WhS gives White little for the pawn. 

12 ... hxg5 

Again best, for example 12...Ad7 

(12...£>xd3+ 13 Wx d3 Ad7 14 fxe6 
fxe6 15 e5 dxe5 16 Wg6+ *f8 17 
Axf6 Axf6 18 Shfl &c8 19 Exf6+ 
gxf6 20 #xf6+ &g8 21 £>f5 exf5 22 
Ed8+ 1-OCarleton-Marcinkiewicz, 
corr 1981) 13 Ae3 (13 fxe6 fxe6 14 
Ae3 {14 e5!?} 0-0-0 15 &bl b5 16 
g4 Ehf8 17 Wg2 b4 18 foce2 Wb7 
¥ Vayrynen-Paavilainen, corr 1982) 
0-0-0 14 g4 h5 15 gxh5 £>xh5 16 
*bl *b8 17 Ag5 £if6 18 h5 « 
Hesse-Capuano, corr 1981. 

13 hxg5 Exhl 

14 Exhl -S3fd7! (D) 

Better than 14...£ig8 15f6!£)xf6 

(15...gxf616Eh8!*f8 17 gxf6&d8 
18 #g3 +-) 16 Sh8+ &d7 17 gxf6 
Axf6?! (17...53xd3+ 18 #xd3 Axf6 
») 18 Ac4! (18 e5 £>xd3+ 19 cxd3 
dxe5 20 foc2, Pantaveoni-Gatto, con- 
1983, 20...*e7! 21 foe4 b5 22 foxf6 
Ab7 23 Sxa8 Axf3 24 £ig8+ &d7 
25 gxf3 #b7 26 Ef8 Wxf3 -+) 
Axd4 19 £ib5! Ae3+ 20 <*bl Wb8 

21 Ad5! *e7 22«xe3 fod7 23 Wg5+ 
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®>f6 24 Wxg7 exd5 25 #f8+ 1-0 
F.Larsen-Kubach, corr 1984. 



15 Sh8+ 

Or 15 fxe6 fxe6 (15...£>xe6!?) 16 
Wh5+ <&d8 17 #h8+ £tf8 18 Sfl 
Ad7 19 #xg7 Ae8 20 Sxf8 Axf8 
21 Wxf8 Wei ? Velimirovic-Bukic, 
Banja Luka 1981. This may be rela¬ 
tively best for White, but of course it 
is hardly a tempting prospect. 

15 ... Af8 

15...£if8 16 f6 gxf6 17 gxf6 b5 
(17...Ad8 18 Wf4 Ax f6 19 Wxf6 Wei 


20 Wh6 Ad7 21 £if5 exf5 22 £>d5 
fxe4 23 Qsxel &xel 24 ®h4+ 1-0 
Angantysson-Petursson, Icelandic 
Ch 1976) 18 Axb5+ (18 fxe7 Wxel 
19 £k6 Wg5+ «) axb5 19 £kixb5 
Wc6 20 fxe7 4?xe7 21 «f4 Ab7 22 
e5 dxe5 23 Wxe5 ^cd7 24 #g5+ 
£>f6 25 Sh6 £>8d7 26 Hxf6 £>xf6 27 
&e4! Sg8 28 «fxf6+ *f8 V 2 -V 2 Gul- 
lotto-d’Arpino, corr 1983. 

16 fxe6 £>e5 

Not 16...^xe6 17 £}xe6 fxe6 18 e5 
Wc6 19 Ag6+ 4?d8, Harju-McClel- 
land, corr 1981, and now 20 2xf8+ 
£>xf8 21 #xf8+ &c7 22 #xg7+ 
*b8 23 Ae4 ±. 

After 16...£}e5 White has no way 
to force home his attack, for example 
17 Wh5 (17 £M5 £kxd3+ 18 *bl 
Wa5 19 exf7+ £>xf7 0-1 Pannullo- 
Amovilli, corr 1986) £lcxd3+ (the 
line 17...£>g618 £M5 £>xd3+ 19 *bl 
Wa5 20 exf7+ <&d8 21 £tf3 £>de5 is 
also effective) 18 cxd3 £lg6 19 Sg8 
Wc5 20 Wf3 Axe6 21 £>f5 0-0-0 -+ 
Mudelsee-Busch, Bundesliga 1989. 



In this and the following chapter we 
deal with one of the sharpest lines of 
the Najdorf. Polugaevsky reveals in 
his book Grandmaster Preparation 
that before playing it for the first 
time he devoted six months to the 
analysis of this variation. Despite 
many years of experience, no firm 
conclusions are possible; just as 
White comes up with one improve¬ 
ment, Black finds a new path to ex¬ 
plore. 

Condensing this material into two 
chapters has been very hard, since 
general considerations are of no 
value. Only deep tactical analysis 
can evaluate most of the positions, 
and one slip in this analysis can turn 
the assessment of a major line upside 
down. 

Recently the Polugaevsky has 
declined in popularity. Perhaps the 
risks involved have put off many 
players, but it may also be that the in¬ 
creasing use of computers has turned 
players away from the sharpest lines 
- who wants to be beaten by a 
weaker player who has used his Fritz 
to come up with a killing novelty? 

1 e4 c5 2 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
£f65&c3a66£g5e67f4b5 8e5 
dxe5 9 fxe5 Wcl 10 We2 (D) 

10 ... £ifd7 

Other moves are simply bad: 

1) 10...b4 11 £icb5! axb5 12 exf6 
2a5 (12...±d7 13 £>xb5 or 12...£>d7 
13 £>xe6 +-) 13 £ixb5 Wb6 14 We5 



gxf6 15 Axf6 2g8 16 £>c7+ *d7 17 
2dl+ <4>c6 18 ®e4+ 2d5 19 £>xd5 
1-0 Gordienko-Kulakov, Moscow 
1961. 

2) 10...£b4 11 exf6 £xc3+ 12 
bxc3 Wxc3+ 13 Wd2 Wxal+ 14 ( &>f2 
0-0 (14...£>d7 15 fxg7 2g8 16 Ae2 
#xa2 17 Af3 ±) 15 fxg7 2e8 16 
£.xb5 *xhl 17 Axe8 Ab7 18 &xf7+ 
<&xg7 19 i.h6+ &xf7 20 Wf4+ &e8 
21 Wf8+ *d7 22 #f7+ *c8 23 We8+ 
and White forces mate, Ralha-Jo- 
chem, corr 1986. 

11 0-0-0 i.b7 

There are various alternatives, but 
of these only ll...£ic6 needs to be 
taken seriously. Indeed, this line 
probably represents Black’s best 
chance in the 10 We2 variation. 

1) 1L..&C6 12 £>xc6 #xc6 13 
Wd3 (D) (13 £>e4 Ab7 14 4kI6+ 
£.xd6 15 2xd6 #c7 16 We3 2c8 17 
Ad3 £>c5 18 *bl 0-0 19 2c 1 f5 
leads to an equal position, Koch- 
H.Olafsson, Reykjavik 1993) and 
now: 
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la) 13...ic5 14 ie2 #c7 15&e4 
0-0 16 #g3! *h8 17 if4 ie7 18 
£>f6! #d8 19 if3 Sa7 20 ie3 +- 
Tomson-Kovacevic, Lvov 1961. 

lb) 13...ib4 14 ie2 Sb8 15 £ie4 
0-0 16 £if6+! £> x f6 17 ixf6 ib7 18 
Wh3! ± KeleCevic-Bucan, Portoroz 
1971. 

lc) 13...ib7 14 ie2 #c7 15 
Shfl (or 15 Ed2 £\xe5 16 #g3! ib4 
17 if4 ixc3 18 bxc3 f6 19 ixe5 
fxe5 20 ih5+ g6 21 ixg6+ hxg6 22 
#xg6+ #f7 23 #xf7+ *xf7 24 
2d7+ and wins) 4)c5 16 #g3 h6 17 
ixb5+ axb5 18 4)xb5 +- McDon- 
ald-Buckley, British Ch 1991. 

l d) 13...h6 with a further branch: 

ldl) 14 ie2!? and now: 

ldll) 14...ib7 15 if3 #c7 16 
ixb7 #xb7 17 ih4 #c7 18 Shel 
looks good for White. 

Idl2) 14...hxg5 15 if3 #c7 16 
ixa8 £>xe5 17 #g3 f6 18 *bl b4! 
(18...Eh4 19 if3 favoured White in 
Yudasin-Oll, USSR 1989; the move 
18...b4 was proposed by Poluga¬ 
evsky shortly before his death) 19 
£>e2 (19 £>e4 #b8) Sh4 20 £>d4 
Sxd4 21 Sxd4 #a7 22 Shdl #xa8 
23 Sd8+ *e7 24 #h3 #c6 25 #h8 
<53g6 26 #h5 £sf4 V 2 -V 2 Pioch-Van 
Oosterom, corr 1995. 


Idl3) 14...#c7 15 #h3 (15 ih4 
ib7 is line ld2; 15 Shfl hxg5 16 
#f3 b4! ®) # X e5 (15...ib7?? 16 
#xe6+ 1-0 actually occurred in one 
postal game) is unclear. 

Idl4) 14...b415 if3 Wc7 16 £le4 
hxg5 17 £)d6+ ixd6 18 exd6 #a7 
19 ixa8 #xa8 20 #g3 f6 21 h4 g4 
22 #xg4 *f7 23 Shel ± T.Biicker- 
Sobisch, corr 1985. 

Id2) 14 ih4 ib7 15 ie2 #c7 
(D) with a final branch: 



ld21) 16Shel^c5(16...^xe517 
#g3 g5 18 ixb5+ axb5 19 4)xb5 ±) 
17 Wd4! (17 #h3 b4 18 £ib5! axb5! 
19 ixb5+ ic6 20 #f3 £)b3+ 21 
axb3 (21 *bl? <£>a5 -+ Grunfeld- 
Polugaevsky, Riga IZ 1979} Sal+ 
22 *d2 #d7+ 23 *e3 ic5+ 24 *14 
g5+ 25 *g3 Sxdl 26 ixc6 Sxel 27 
ixd7+ *f8! ®) g5 (17...ie7 18 
ixb5+ {18 ixe7 #xe7 19 b4! ±} 
axb5 19 £>xb5 #c6 20 ixe7 *xe7 
21 #h4+ g5 22 #f2 *f8 23 #16, 
Agapov- Nepomnishay,23...Sh7 24 
Sd8+ drawing; 17...Sc8 18 Sd2 b4 
19 4)b5 #a5, Gorelik-Shvodas, corr 
1986, 20 ic4! b3 21 #c3! ±) 18 
if2 Sc8 19 *bl ixg2 20 ih5 
ih3 21 b4 fob! 22 S)d5 exd5 23 e6 
£>d6 (23...#xc2+ 24 *al Bh7 25 
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exf7+ <&d7 26 i.g4+ +-) 24 #xh8 
#xc2+ 25 &al #xf2 26 e7 &d7 27 
exf8# Sxf8 28 #xh6 Ae6 29 Sfl ± 
Polakovic-Halouzka, corr 1988. 

Id22) 16 Shfl (16 2d2, as in line 
lc, no longer works as 16...5)xe5 17 
#g3 allows 17...g5)£lxe5 (16...£sc5 
17 #h3 b4 {17...2c8 18 2d2 b4 19 
£la4 Ad5 20 ^b6! #xb6 21 2xd5 
g5 22 Ah5 2c7 23 2ddl! gxh4 24 
#13 +- Stilling-Peterson, con- 
1993} 18 £>b5 axb5 19 Axb5+ Ac6 
20 #f3 £>b3+ 21 axb3 2al+ 22 &d2 
#d7+ 23 4?e3 Ac5+ 24 *f4 g5+ 25 
&g3 Axb5 26 2xd7 2xfl 27 #a8+ 
&xd7 28 #b7+ &d8 29 #xb5 
gxh4+ 30 <3?h3 2f5 31 #b8+ 1-0 
Pereira-Assuncao, Portugal 1981; of 
course Black need not play exactly 
as in Griinfeld-Polugaevsky) 17 
#g3 2c8! (17...g5 18 £lxb5 #c5 19 
b4! gxh4 20 #14 #b6 21 #xe5 +- 
Klosterman-Pripoaie, con 1982) 18 
Ah5 g5 19 #xe5 (19 #el Ag7 20 
2xf7 £ixf7 21 #xe6+ #e7 22 
Axf7+ s2?f'8 is roughly equal) #xe5 
20 2xf7 gxh4 21 2f5+ &e7 22 2f7+ 
V 2 -V 2 Class-Matt, con 1992. 

Id3) 14 Af4 Ab7 15 Ae2 £)c5 
16 #e3 2c8 17 5d2 #b6 18 #d4 
2d8 19 #e3 2xd2 20 #xd2 b4 ? 
Luther-Stangl, Altensteig 1991. 

le) 13...b4!? 14 foeA (14 Ae2 
bxc3 15 Af3 #b6 16 #xc3 2b8 is 
unsound and 14 foel Ab7 15 fodA 
#c7 16 Ae2 £)xe5 17 #b3 is un¬ 
clear) Ab7 15 Ae2 #d5 16 #g3?! 
#xa2 17 2xd7 &xd7 18 #f3 Ad5 
19 #xf7+ &c6 with advantage to 
Black, de Firmian-McCambridge, 
USA 1977. 

2) ll...Ab4 12 foe 4 #xe5 13 
£>f3 #c7 14 a3 Af8 15 g4 (15 g3 is 
also good) Ab7 16 Ag2 #c4 (or 


16...&c6 17 Ah4 #f4+ 18 *bl 
#xg4 19 2xd7 &xd7 20 #d2+ *c8 
21 2dl Ae7 22 Axe7 foxe7 23 £)e5 
#h5 24 #d7+ &b8 25 #d6+ *c8 26 
Af3 #xh2 27 #c5+ 1-0 Cayford- 
Osbun, con 1986) 17 #xc4 bxc4 18 

5)e5! c3 (18...Ae7 19 Axe7 <&xe7 
20 &xd7 foxd7 21 2xd7+ &xd7 22 
£ic5+ or 18...Ad5 19 4ixc4! Axc4 
20 £ld2 +) 19 £ixd7 ^xd7 20 £id6+ 
Axd6 21 Axb7 Ae7 22 Af4 and 
White wins, Giterman-Stein, USSR 
Ch 1960. 

3) ll...Ae7 12 Axe7 &xc7 13 
#g4 #xe5 14 Axb5 Ab7 (14...axb5 

15 2hel h5 16 #f3 #g5+ 17 *bl 
2a7 18 £>f5+ *f8 19 &d6 £>b6 20 
#12+-) 15 2hel h516£>f5+ *d8 17 
#h4+ g5 18 #xg5+ f6 19 Axd7 
fxg5 20 Axe6+1-0 Kupper-Walther, 
Zurich 1961. 

4) ll...b4 12 foc4 #xe5 13 £>f3 
(13 g3! Ab7 14 Ag2 appears better, 
for example 14...£ic6 15 53xc6 bxc6 

16 Af4 ±) #c7 14 #d2 f6 15 Ad3 
Ae7 16 Af4 e5 17 Ae3 0-0 18 g4 
fob6 19 Shgl Ae6 20 g5 f5 21 £>f6+ 
*h8 22 Axb6 #xb6 23 £>xe5 » 
Sanchez Almeyra-Tortarolo, Zurich 
1989. 

5) ll...Ac5 12 h4 (12 <23e4 #xe5 
13 £sb3 0-0 14 £>bxc5 £ixc5 15 Ae7 
foxe4 16 Axf8 &xf8 17 2d8+ *e7 
18 2xc8 ± Juhandi-Melnikas, con 
1965) 0-0 13 Af4 Ab7 14 2h3 
Axd4 15 Sxd4 foc6 16 Hd6 f6 17 
exf6 2xf6 18 4kl5 exd5 19 2xf6 H— 
Barczay-Latas, Myslenice 1987. 

6) ll...#xe5 12 #xe5 £>xe5 13 
£>dxb5 +-. 

7) ll...&xe5 12 £>dxb5 axb5 13 
#xe5 +-. 

After ll...Ab7 (D) we have to 
consider a number of lines: 
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A: 12 £}xe6 
B: 12#g4#b6 
C: 12#g4Wxe5 13 ±xb5 
D: 12Wg4 Wxe5 13 ±63 
E: 12 Wg4 Wxe5 13 ±e2 

There are also several less impor¬ 
tant variations, which we will con¬ 
sider straight away. Note that the 
immediate sacrifice 12 £>dxb5 axb5 
13 £>xb5 Wc5 is unsound, while pas¬ 
sive moves like 12 and 12 ±f4 
scarcely come into consideration. 

1) 12 (after this the only 
question is whether or not White can 
draw) exf5 13 e6 £if6 14 JLxf6 gxf6 
15 Wh5 ^.b4! (everything else is 
bad) 16 £xb5+ (16 &xb5 axb5 17 
JLxb5+ ±c6 18 jLxc6+ £ixc6 19 
Sd7 !ff4+ 20 *bl *hc5 -+ Guerra 
Acosta-Perez Perez, corr 1992; 16 
exf7+ &f8 17 Wh6+ 4>xf7 18 ±c2 
±xc3 19 ±h5+ <&e6 20 bxc3 ±c4 
-+) axb5 17 exf7+ *f8! 18 Shel 
£>d7! 19 Wxf5 (19 2e8+? *g7 20 
2d3 »f4+ 21 <S?bl £>e5 22 2g3+ 
£>g4 23 a3 2f8! 0-1 Bonfa-Tatai, 
Cotronei 1978) £>e5 20 #xf6 &g6! 
(20...£>xf7 21 £>xb5 #c6 22 £>d6 
±x66 23 2f 1 £f4+ 24 #xf4 We6 25 
2del Wg6 26 ®b4+ <&g7 27 2xf7+ 
Wxf7 28 2e7 ±) 21 2e8+ 2xe8 22 


fte8#+ <4>xe8 23 2el+ ±el 24 &xb5 
®xh2 25 2xe7+ £>xe7 26 ®xh8+ 
4 > f7 +. 

2) 12 ®h5 (an inferior move 
which, by forcing ...g6, gives Black 
extra defensive possibilities based 
on the trick ...®xg5+ and ....&h6) g6 
and now: 

2a) 13 %4 ®xe5 14 ±xb5 h5 
(after 14...axb5 15 2hel h5 16 Wh4 
®xg5+ 17 Wxg5 ±h6 18 £>xe6, the 
line 18...fxe6 19 2xe6+ *f7 20 2e7+ 
&g8 21 Se8+ is just a draw, while 
18...±xg5+ 19&xg5+<&f820£>xb5 
offers White fair compensation for 
the piece) 15 ®h4 Wxg5+ 16 Wxg5 
Jkh6 17 Wxh6 2xh6 18 ±n h4 19 
Sgl *e7 20 £>b3 ®c6 ? Bojkovic- 
VitolinS, Yugoslavia v USSR 1963. 

2b) 13 Wh4 ±gl (the soundest 
line) 14 ±el (14 ^.xb5 0-0! 15 JLxd7 
&xd7 16 ±el ±xg2 { 16...^xe5 17 
±xf8 2xf8 18 Wg3 #b6 19 2hel 
&c4 <*>} 17 2hgl ±bl 18 Axf8 2xf8 
19 #e7 iLc8 20 ttd6 &xe5 21 Wxc7 
£xc7 ¥) #xe5 15 ±xb5 Wh5\ 16 
±xdl+ (16 ±a4 Wxh4 17 ±xh4 0-0 

18 £>xe6 fxe6 19 ±xdl foxdl 20 
2xd7 ^.xg2 21 2gl ^.xc3 22 bxc3 
±65 T while Van der Vliet suggests 
16 ±c4 so as to sacrifice on e6 in 
some positions) £ixd7 17 #xh5 
gxh5 18 &g5?! (18 ±h4G*5 t) 2g8! 

19 jLh4 ±e5 + Quinteros-Poluga- 
evsky, Manila 1976. 

A) 

12 £ixe6 fxe6 

13 %4 

The alternative is 13 Wh5+ g6 
14 Wg4. Obviously there are many 
similarities between this idea and 
the main line, and transpositions 
can certainly occur. However, the 
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differences are sufficient to demand 
separate analysis. After 13 #115+ g6 
14 #g4 Black may play: 

1) 14...£e7 15 Axe 7 4ixe5 (not 

15.. .*xe7 16 Sd6 4)f8 17 ±xb5! 
axb5 18 4)xb5 #a5 19 #h4+ &e8 
20 b4 +-) 16 #g3 (16 £d8 4)xg4 17 
£x cl 0-0 18 Sel ± is simple, while 
an interesting idea is 16 #g5 4)f7 17 
£d8!? 4)xd8 {17...4)xg5 18 £xc7 
±} 18 £xb5+ 4)bc6 (18...axb5 19 
4)xb5 ±} 19 4ld5! and White has a 
very strong attack) 17 £xb5 
Hc8! (17...axb5 18 #h4+ *f8 {or 

18.. .6e8 194)xb5+-} 19Shfl+4)f7 
20 #f6 Hg8 21 Sd8+ +-) 18 #h4+ 
(18 £a4 4)f7 19 #h4+ 4>f8 20 Shfl 
&g8 21 £b3 Se8 22 Sdel <*> Lukov- 
Ermenkov, Varna 1983) *f8 19 #f6+ 
&g8 (19...4)f7 20 Shfl &g8 21 
£d7! Sf8 22 £xe6 +-) 20 #xe6+ 
&g7 21 £a4 4)bc6 (21...£xg2 22 
Shfl 4113 (22...£xfl 23 4)d5 =} 23 
4)d5 #c5 24 Sxf3 £xf3 25 #e5+ 
4h6 26 Sd4, Gonzalez-Hernandez, 
Cuba 1981, 26...4)d7! «) 22 4)d5 
#f7 23 #xf7+ 41x17 24 4lb6 4lce5 
25 Shgl Sc7 26 4lxa8 £xa8 27 Sd2 
h5 28 c3 h4 29 £dl 4lh6 30 Sel 
43c4 31 Sde2 4lf5 32 £c2 4lcd6 
V 2 -V 2 Fiorito-Rogalewicz, corr 1993. 

2) 14...4lc5 15 Sd8+ #xd8 16 
£xd8 ^>xd8 is a sensible idea since 
...g6 is a useful move in the main line 
below, note to Black’s 13th move. 

3) 14...#xe5 15 £d3 and now: 

3a) 15...£e7 16 £xe7 &xel 17 

Shel h5 (17...4)f6 18 #b4+ #d6 19 
Sxe6+! *xe6 20 £f5+ +-; 17...#f6 
18 £e4 h5 19 #g3! £xe4 20#d6+ 
&f7 21 4)xe4 #e5 22 Sfl+ &g8 23 
#e7 Sh7 24 4lf6+! #xf6 25 #e8+ 
#f8 26 Sxf8+ 4lxf8 27 Sfl, Mar- 
cinkiewicz-Zinchenko, corr 1981) 18 


#xg6 (this possibility is the key dif¬ 
ference compared with the main line 
below) #f4+ (or 18...#f6 19 #g3 
Sf8 20 £e4 £xe4 21 Sxe4 si?d8 22 
a4 *c8 23 &bl #f2 ?) 19 *bl (19 
Sd2 #g4 20 Sxe6+ #xe6 21 Se2 
4)e5 22 #g7+ <4>d6 23 #xh8 4)bd7 
24 #xh5 Sf8 ? Brus-Gallinnis, corr 
1988) #g4 20 Sxe6+ #xe6 21 #g7+ 
&d8 22 #xh8+ &c7 23 #xh5 £xg2 
24 £f5 #e5 (24...#e7 25 #g4 £c6 
*>) Griinfeld-Van der Vliet, Amster¬ 
dam 1982, is also unclear. 

3b) 15...4 )c5 and now White has 
no more than a draw: 

3bl) 16 Shfl £e7 17 £xe7 &xe7 
18 Sfel 4)xd3+ 19 cxd3 #d6 20 
#g5+ &f7 21 Sfl+ *e8 -+. 

3b2) 16 Shel £>xd3+ 17 cxd3 
#f5 18 5xe6+ sfcd7! defending. 

3b3) 16 £xg6+ hxg6 17 Sd8+ 
&f7 18 Sfl+ *g7 19 £16+ #xf6 20 
Sxf6 &xf6 21 #f4+ *e7 22 #d6+ 
Ml 23 #c7+ &f6 with a draw. 

3b4) 16 #h4 4)bd7 17 Shel #g7 
18 £e4 h6 19 £xb7 hxg5 20 #g3 
Sa7 21 £c6 'Ml T Shabanov-Krim- 
ermann, corr 1986. 

3b5) 16 £xb5+ 4)c6! 17 Shel 
#f5 (17...h5 18 £xc6+ £xc6 19 
Sxe5 hxg4 20 b4 =) 18 #g3 axb5 19 
Sd5 #17 20 4)xb5 Sc8 21 #c3 #12! 
22 #xh8 (22 £e3 £>b4!) #xel+ 23 
Sdl 4)d3+ 24 cxd3 4)d4+ 25 4)c3 
Sxc3+ -+. 

We now return to the main line af¬ 
ter 13 #g4 (D): 

13 ... #xe5 

Only 13...4)c5 is a genuine alter¬ 
native: 

1) 13...#b6? (13...#c6? is also 
met by 14 Sd6!) 14 Sd6! £xd6 15 
#xe6+ &f8 16 £xb5 axb5 17 Sfl+ 
4)f6 18 Bxf6+ gxf6 19 £h6#. 
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2) 13...£lxe5 14 #xe6+ ±e7 15 
ixb5+ *f8 16 Shfl+ iLO 17 Sxf3+ 
£)xf3 18 i.xe7+ #xe7 19 Wf5+ Wf6 
20 Sd8+ wins. 

3) 13...£)c6 14 #xe6+ £ie7 15 
ixb5 axb5 16 £)xb5 Wc6 17 £sd6+ 
*d8 18 £)xb7+ «xb7 19 Sxd7+ 
*xd7 20 Hdl 2a7 21 2xd7+ 2xd7 
22 #66+ with a decisive initiative 
for White. 

4) 13...£)c5 14 2d8+ Wxd8 15 
ixd8 *xd8 16 b4 £icd7 and now: 

4a) 17 Wxe6 £xb4 18 Wb3 £xc3 
19 'S'xcS 2e& 20 e6 2xe6 21 Wxgl 
Qsc6 «. 

4b) 17 a3 g6! (17...4)c6 18 Wxe6 
£lcxe5 and now both 19 Ae2 2c8 20 
2dl 2xc3 21 #xe5 2c7 22 i.g4 and 
19 ±xb5 axb5 20 2dl 2xa3 21 
^xe5 2al+ 22 £ibl 2a8 23 Wxb5 
are good for White) 18 Wxe6 Agl «. 

4c) 17i.e2! J.e7(17...g6182dl 
ig7 19 Wxe6 2e8 20 Wb6+ *c8 21 
i.g4 +-; 17...£)c6 18 2dl £>cxe5 19 
^/xe6^cl 20 Axb5! +-; 17...h5 18 
#xe6 i.xb4 19 #b3 i.xc3 20 ®xc3 
2e8 21 2dl £lc6 22 i.xh5 2xe5 23 
if3 2e6 24 #xg7 2e7, Winslow- 
Browne, US Open Ch 1976, and now 
25 %5 2c8 26 2d6 2c7 27 Sh6 +- 
- Shamkovich) 18 #xg7 (18 a3!?) 
Sf8». 


14 £d3 

14 ±xb5? axb5 (14...h5? 15 £d3!) 
15 Shel h5 16 Wh4 #f5!-+. 

14 ... £e7 

Not 14...£)f6?! 15 Axf6 gxf6 16 
*bl *f717 Shel Sg8 18 Wh3 £xg2 
19 Wxh7+ Sg7 20 £g6+ *e7 21 
Wh4 +-. 

15 jLxe7 *xe7 

16 Shel (D) 



16 ... h5 

Or 16...Wf6 and now: 

1) 17 *bl Sc8! 18 #64+ Bc5 19 
i.e4 a5 20 Wxc5+ £)xc5 21 i.xb7 
£)xb7 22 <SM5+ *17 23 £ixf6 gxf6 T. 

2) 17 ®b4+ *d8 (the only dif¬ 
ference between this and the note to 
White’s 17th move in the main line is 
that Black has not played ...h5; this 
favours White as ...h5 is a useful ex¬ 
tra move, allowing ...Sh6 and keep¬ 
ing the white queen out in case of the 
sequence Wh4+ g5) 18 jLe4 ®f4+ 
19 *bl Se8 (19.. Mcl 20 Sf 1 is also 
dangerous) 20 Sfl ^Hcl 21 Sf7 5a7 
22 '&’d4 ± Fernandez-A.Rodriguez, 
Mexico 1977. Of course, there are 
undoubtedly improvements for Black. 

3) 17 ie4 and now: 

3a) 17...#h6+ 18 *bl Sa7 is pro¬ 
posed by F.Olafsson but 19 JLf5! 



Polugaevsky with 10 We2 229 


£)c5 20 JLxe6 <£sxe6 21 Sxe6+ #xe6 
22 #xg7+ wins on the spot. 

3b) 17...£sc6 18 Wg3! *hdc5 (or 

18.. .#h6+ 19 *bl e5 20 £id5+ 4>f7 
21 013+ wins) 19 jLxc6 .&xc6 20 
Sxe5 ±. 

3c) 17...i.xe4 18 £>xe4 #h6+ 
(18...Wg6 19#h4++-) 19^tg5e5 

20 <&>bl Sa7 21 #b4+ <4>e8 22 £ie4 
#e6 (22...<&c6 23 £td6+ id8 24 
#e4 +-) 23 £>d6+ &d8 «. 

17 ttb4+ 

The alternative 17 #h4+ #f6 (or 

17.. .g5 18 #h3 g4 19 #h4+ #f6 20 
#g3 £)c5 21 Jk.e4 jLxe4 22 £)xe4 °°) 
18 #b4+ ^d8 19 Jie 4 at least has 
the virtue of being untested. How¬ 
ever, I suspect that this line offers 
White at most equality. 

17 ... #c5 

18 #h4+ ®f6 

18...g5 is bad, for example 19 

#h3 Hh6 (19...Qe5 20 ie4! £\bc6 

21 Wg3 5ag8 22 &xc6 h4 23 £d5+! 
1-0 Verduga-L.Ortega, Cienfuegos 
1979) 20 &e4 (20 &f5 £tf8 21 £.e4 
i.c6 22 &xc6 £>xc6 23 £\e4 #f5 
24 #c3 e5 25 #c5+ ie8 1-0 Mori- 
Dobsa, corr 1986) £\c6 21 jLd5! ®d8 
(21...Qde5 22#g3! and 21...£>f8 22 
<S)e4 are also good for White) 22 
#g3 (22 &xb7 £>xb7 23 #f3 Sa7 
24 £)e4 #e5 25 *bl Wf4 26 Wc3 
Hg6 27 Hfl! #b8 28 2xd7+ &xd7 
29 Bf7+ <&e8 30 #h8+ 1-0 Jonas- 
son-Yrjola, Reykjavik 1986, since 
the rook on a7 will be trapped) g4 23 
£>e4 Wb6 24 #h4+ £tf6 25 i.xb7 
4)xb7 26 #g5 H— Gild.Garcia-Van 
Wely, New York 1995. 

After 18...£)f6 White is struggling 
to find compensation, e.g. 19 Wg3 
(19#h3 5)g4 slightly favours Black) 
and now: 


1) 19...2g8?! 20 2e5 #b6 21 
i.f5 £ibd7 22 2xe6+ #xe6 23 £.xe6 
*xe6 24 Wd6+ in 25 Wc7 ±c8 26 
a4!? (26 £>d5 £ixd5 27 2xd5 2e8! 

28 2xd7+ i.xd7 29 #xd7+ ig6 
V 2 -V 2 Olafsson-Polugaevsky, Reyk¬ 
javik 1978) 2e8 27 axb5 axb5 28 
*bl i.a6? (28...*g8 ») 29 2xd7+ 
&xd7 30 #xd7+ *g6 31 b4 ± Kok- 
kila-Tiihonen, corr 1991. 

2) 19...&f8! 20 £>c4 £.xe4 21 
jLxe4 £)c6 22 Wc7 £>xe4 23 2xe4 
2h6! 24 b4 Wg5+ 25 *bl e5 26 2d6 
£se7 27 2xh6 #xh6 28 #xe5 2e8 

29 2e3, Sauermann-Lassen, corr 
1993, 29...#g6 30 2g3 £)c8 T. 

B) 

12 #g4 #b6 (D) 

Black’s alternatives after 12 #g4 
really are restricted to 12...#66 and 

12.. .#xe5, for example 12...£)xe5? 
13 £lxe6 fxe6 14 #xe6+ i.e7 15 
ixb5 +-, 12...£k6?! 13 .fi.xb5 axb5 
(13...5)dxe5 14 £>xe6) 14 £>cxb5 
#b6 15 £>xe6 +-, 12...h5 13 #f4! 
£)c6 (13...JLc5 14 £>f3 followed by 
Ae2 and Shfl) 14 i.xb5 axb5 15 
£)dxb5 #b6 16 2xd7! *xd7 17 
#xf7+ *c8 18 #e8+ £id8 19 Hdl 
&d5 20 £)xd5 exd5 21 Sxd5 +- or 
finally 12...b4 13 £txe6 #c6 (or 

13.. .#b6 14 £td5) 14 £sd8 +-. 

13 i.e2 

Simple development is the best 
choice here: 

1) 13 ixb5 axb5 14 £)dxb5 £)xe5 
(or 14...Bxa2 {14...<S)c6 15 Sd6! is 
dangerous} 15 ibl Sa5 16 <5)d6+ 
£.xd6 17 Sxd6 #a7! 18 2xe6+ *f8 
19 ±e7+ *g8 20 Aa3 Bxe5 T) 15 
#f4^bc6!(15...4)bd7 16Sxd7!+-, 
but 15.,.f6!? is possible) 16 Shel 
and now Shomo has pointed out that 
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the theoretical move 16...h6 loses to 

17 Bxe5! £ixe5 (17...hxg5 18 Sxe6+ 
fxe6 19 *hcl+ wins) 18 Wxc5 f6 19 
jLxf6 gxf6 20 Wxf6 with a decisive 
attack (this trap has claimed several 
victims). 16...^.a6 also loses after 17 
Sxe5 £>xe5 18 £>d5!, butthe alterna¬ 
tive 16..JLc5! is simply good for 
Black, e.g. 17 Sxe5 £\xe5 18 Wxe5 
0-0 19 Wg3 &h8 + Mauro-Tatai, 
Forli 1989. 

2) 13 i.f4 (an interesting alterna¬ 
tive) and now: 

2a) 13...&C6? 14 £>xe6 £>cxe5 
15 £lxg7+ &xg7 16 .&xe5 (16 ®xg7 
is also good) ,&xe5 17 Wxd7+ 

18 £id5 £xd5 19 Wxd5 ± Kuhnel- 
Engholm, corr 1984. 

2b) 13...g614 &e2 ^c5 (14...&g7 
15 &f3 0-0 16 h4 £>c6 17 £xc6 
£.xc6 18 h5 b4 19 £>xc6 Wxc6 20 
Wh4! g5 21 #xg5 h6 22 %3 &h8 
23 Sd6 ± Sarink-Bouwmeester, con- 
1980) 15 b4!? (15 h4 and 15 &f3 are 
less double-edged) £>cd7 16 a3 a5 
17 £>dxb5 h5 18 #g3 axb4 19 £>d6+ 
.&xd6 20 Bxd6 iLc6 21 5)b5 was un¬ 
clear in Louhi-Multala, con 1971. 

2c) 13...£fc5 ( D) leads to another 
branch: 

2c 1) 14b4^4(14...£>cd7!?)15 
£>xe4 jLxe4 16 $Lg5 Ji.d5 17 £ixb5 



£ic6 (17...axb5 18 Sxd5 exd5? loses 
after 19 Wc8+) 18 SM6+ £xd6 19 
exd6 &xb4 20 d7+ &xd7 21 ic4 
»c5 22 Sxd5+ £>xd5 23 &xd5 f5 
24 Wa4+ Wb5 25 Wxb5+ axb5 26 
£xa8 Sxa8 27 Sdl+ 1-0 Zielinsky- 
Giordanengo, con 1971. 

2c2) 14 £.d3 b4 15 £a4!? (a re¬ 
markable idea - can it be sound?) 
£xa4 16 £>xe6 tf xe6 17 £f5 h5 18 
Wh3 &xg2 19 Wxg2 #xf5 20 Shfl 
£>b6 (20...Sa7 21 £.e 3 Wxe5 22 &d4 
«c7 23 Sdel+ £.e7 24 Sxf7 <*) 21 
e6! Wxe6 22 Bfel £>8d7 23 Sxe6+ 
fxe6 24 «g6+ &e7 25 Sd6 +- e5? 
26 JLg5+ 1-0 Soderberg-Savkin, con 
1980. 

2c3) 14 &e2 b4 (14...^bd7 15 
Shfl Sc8 16 Ag3 b4 17 £>bl &e4! 
and Black is at least equal, Gutier- 
rez-Rodriguez, Cienfuegos 1975) 15 
£>bl £te4 (15...h5 16 Wh4 £>bd7 17 
£>d2 «fc7 18 £>c4 &e7 19 i.g5 f6 20 
exf6 gxf6 21 &f4!? (21 &xh5+*f8 
22 Shfl also looks good} e5 22 £>f5 
±Ueter-Stangl, Bundesliga 1987) 16 
Shfl h5 (16...i.d5 17 &f3 h5 18 #h4 
jtc5? 19 £>xe6! fxe6 20 .&xh5+ 
<&d7 21 Sxd5+ exd5 22 $Lg4+ is 
winning for White, Hallier-Haletzki, 
con 1986; 16...£id7!?) 17 #h3 $M7 
18 ±f3 (18 ±xh5 0-0-0 +) Sc8 19 
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jLxh5 g6 20 £sxe6 led to a complete 
mess in Vojceh-Dobsa, corr 1979. 
White won after 20...2xc2+, but it 
seems to me that 20... < 5)dc5! was the 
critical test of White’s idea. 

3) 13 £tf3?! £sc6 14 «f4 (14 Wg3 
h6 15 Ad2 Wc7 16 2el Sc8 17 Ad3 
53c5 18 &bl £sxd3 19 cxd3 Wdl 
with a clear advantage for Black, No- 
vak-Stepien, corr 1991) h6 15 JLh4, 
Kunerth-Geert, corr 1973,15...g5 16 
Wd2 0-0-0 +. 

4) 13ie3!?fc5 (13...4)xe5 14 
Wg3 Wc7 15 i.xb5+!) 14#h3 #xe 5 
15 £d3 i.x,g2 (15...1)4!°°) 16 #xg2 
#xe3+ 17 &bl 2a7 18 £sf5 #c5 19 
4)xg7+ J^xg7 20 ®xg7 ± Ekenlov- 
Sciaretta, corr 1993. 

13 ... h6 

Or 13...£lxe5 (13...Ac5 14 Ac 3 
g6154)e4.&xe416®xe4±; 13...4)c6 
14 £\xe6 4)cxe5 15 £sxf8! £\xg4 16 
4)xd7 ®g6 17 h4! gives White an 
enormous attack, e.g. 17...4)f2 18 
2hel .&e4 19 4)xe4 4)xe4 20 Af3 f5 
21 g4 +-) and now: 

1) 14 Wh5 4)bd7 15 2hel g6 16 
#h4 Agl + Lambooy-Anjewierden, 
corr 1983. 

2) 14 %3 4)1x17 15 i.f4 (15 Shel 
±c5! 16 A.e3 0-0-0 +) b4 (15...f6 16 
®h3 *f7 17 Shfl! +- g6 18 ®g3 
&d6 19 4)f3 &g7 20 4)xe5 4)xe5 
21 i.h6+ &xh6 22 #h4+ *g7 23 
WxfO-H r &h6 24 2xd6 +- Klompus- 
Sokolovsky, corr 1980) 16 4)a4 (16 
4)cb5 axb5 17 JLxe5 4)xe5 18 Wxe5 
0-0-0 ¥) ®a5 17 4)b3 (17 b3 g6 18 
h4 i. g 7 19 h5 2c8?! {19...0-0-0! +} 
20 hxg6 hxg6 21 4)xe6 fxe6 22 
2xh8+ £.xh8 23 Wh3 « Alvir-Plies- 
ter, Dieren 1986) ®xa4 18 iLxe5 
2c8 19 2hel £sxe5 20 Wxe5 Wc6 21 
&bl Wcl (21... 1 i , xc2+ 22 -&>al Wc7 


may be possible) is also unclear, 
Balashov-Mecking, Manila 1976. 

3) 14 ®h3 5)bd7 (D) and now: 



3a) 15 £h5 g6 16 Af3 4)xf3! 
(16...^.xf3 17 £)xf3 A.g7 18 4)xe5 
£)xe5 19 £>e4 0-0 20 4)f6+ £xf6 21 
£xf6 4 )c 4 22 2d3 h5 23 g4! ± Gon- 
zales-Ortega, Cienfuegos 1979; re¬ 
serving the b7-bishop to eliminate a 
knight on e4 looks much sounder) 17 
£lxf3 £.g7 18 2hel 4)c5 19 i.e3 
#c6 20 £>d4 Wc8 (20...1 f xg2? 21 
#h4) 21 i.h6 0-0 22 i.xg7 &xg7 + 
Consolimo-Nevio Joao, corr 1992. 

3b) 15 2hel with a final branch: 

3bl) 15...h6, transposing to the 
main line, is probably the best op¬ 
tion. 

3b2) 15...g6?16i.g4h517iLxe6! 
fxe6 18 £>xe6 2h7 19 4)c7+! +- 
Wedberg-Rorvall, Swedish Ch 1977. 

3b3) 15...i.c5?! 16 4)xe6! fxe6 
(16...Wxe6 17 i.g4 +-; 16...i.f2 17 

4)xg7+ *f8 18 4)f5 2g8 19 2d6 
Wc5 20 ^/h6+ &e8 21 2e6+ fxe6 22 
Wxe6+ *f8 23 i.h6+ 1-0 Hansen- 
Forthaus, corr 1981) 17 i.h5+ 4>f8 18 
2fl+ £sf6 19 i.xf6 gxf6 20 2xf6+ 
4>g7 21 2xe6 i.e3+ 22 *bl 2hd8 
23 2xb6 £.xb6 24 We6 1-0 Rogo- 
bete-Buzbichi, Poiana Brasov 1978. 
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3b4) 15..JLb4 16 ®xe6 fxe6 (or 

16.. .jLxc3 17 bxc3 fxe6 18 i.h5+ 
4?f8 19 Sfl+ £if6 20 #h4 feed! 21 
Axf6 £>xf6 22 2xf6+ 1-0 Altrock- 
Haletzki, corr 1987) 17 .&h5+ 'if8, 
Kuntermann-Brussino, corr 1991, 
and now 18 2fl+ <&g8 (18...£lf6 19 
iLxf6 gxf6 20 2xf6+ wins after 

20.. .4?e7 21 #h4 or 20...<4>g7 21 
2xe6) 19 2xd7 4ixd7 20 i.f7+ 4>f8 
21 i.xe6+ £sf6 22 £xf6 gxf6 23 
2xf6+ &e7 24 2f7+ &e8 25 2d7! 
#gl+ 26 4M1 #xg2 27 #115+ #g6 
28 #e5 wins for White. 

14 #h3 

Other lines: 

1) 14 £f4 g5 15 £g3 i.xg2 (it 
appears sounder to play 15...h5 16 
#h3 g4 17 jfc.xg4 -&h6+ 18 ^>bl hxg4 
-+) 16 2hgl h5 17 #xg5 i.h6 0-1 
Harju-Virtanen, corr 1978 - a some¬ 
what premature resignation as White 
has fair compensation for the queen 
after 18 #xh6 2xh6 19 2xg2. 

2) 14 Ah4 £>xe5 15 #h3 might 
transpose into the main line after 

15.. .41bd7 (Black does have other 
15th moves, however) 16 2hel. 

3) 14 jLe3!? £ic6 (Black needs 
a better move here) 15 £sd5! exd5 
(or 15...£}cxe5 16 £)xb6 £ixg4 17 
£)xe6! +-) 16 e6 0-0-0 (16...&c5 17 
exf7+&xf7 18Shfl+&g8 19£ie6 
+-; 16...£kle5 17 exf7+ ftxH 18 
#e6+ iLe7 19 £if5 #c7 20 £ixg7+ 
&f8 21 2hfl ± g5 22 £.xg5 hxg5 23 
2xf7+ #xf7 24 2fl ±) 17 exd7+ 
*b8? (17...2xd7 18 #h3 £ie5 19 
£ixb5 i.c5 20 &xc5 #xc5 21 £id4 
is clearly better for White) 18 #g3+ 
&a8 19 £ixb5 ±c5 20 £.xc5 #xc5 
21 2xd5 1-0 Wierzbicki-Piper, Kan¬ 
sas 1983. 

14 ... 


14...jLc5? 15 £lxe6 #xe6 16 jk.g4 
#g6 17 i.xd7+ 4>f8 18 i.e3! and 
White wins. 

15 2hel 4ibd7 

16 i.h4 g5 (D) 

Or: 

1) 16...g6 17 ±g4! h5 18 i.xe6 
i.h6+ (18...fxe6 19 £>xe6 2h7 20 
2xd7!) 19 &bl fxe6 20£>xe6 *f7! 
(not 20...2h7?, as in Kavalek-Polu- 
gaevsky, Las Palmas 1974, when 21 
2xd7! would have won) and now: 

la) 21 2xd7+! £)xd7 22 £*f4 
Axf4 (22...£*6 23 jLxf6 i.xf4 24 
i.xh8 2xh8 25 #d7+ *16 26 #e7+ 
&f5 27 £e2! +-) 23 #xd7+ &g8 24 
2e6 #gl+ 25 £)dl 2h7 (certainly 
not 25...#xg2 ?? 26 2e7 1-0 Venni- 
Castalso, corr 1986) leading to per¬ 
petual check after 26 2e8+ or 26 
2xg6+. 

lb) 21 £>g5+ Axg5 22 i.xg5?! 
(22 2xd7+ £xd7 23 #xd7+ &g8 24 
$Lxg5 #c6 25 #xc6 Axc6 26 2e6 
ilxg2 27 2xg6+ f) *g8! 23 ile7 
Sh7 24 &d6 £g4 + Griinfeld-Klin- 
ger, Lugano 1984. 

2) 16...h5!? 17 Af3 &xf3 18 
£xf3 £g4 19£d5 #c5 « Chandler- 
Vera, Innsbruck 1977. 



£xe5 


17 £xe6 
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This move is probably best. The 
alternative is 17 Axg5 2g8 18 4lxe6 
hxg5 19 Ah5 (19 Ag4 fxe6 20 Axe6 
0-0-0 21 2xe5 g4 is slightly better 
for Black, Berlinsky-Dvoirys, USSR 
1978) g4! (19.. JLd6? 20 #f5 2h8 21 
i.xf7+ &e7 22 £ixg5 2h6, Kavalek- 
Polugaevsky, Manila 1975, and now 

23 <?3ge4! is very good for White) 20 
.&xf7+ (20 i.xg4 2xg4) &xf7 21 
#h7+ 2g7 and now the lines 22 
<2)xg7 &xg7 23 2fl+ £>f6 24 #h5+ 
£>g6 25 £>d5 2h8! 26 2xf6+ jLxf6 
27 #xh8 Axd5 28 #h7+ *f8, 22 
2fl+ &xe6 23 #15+ &e7 and 22 
2xd7+ £ixd7 23 <S)g5+ &f6 24 #h6+ 
(24 £3ce4+ &c7 ! or 24 2e6+ #xe6) 
2g6 25 2fl+ <&e7 are all good for 
Black. 

17 ... fxe6 

Or 17...gxh4 (17...#xe6 18 Ag4 
£)xg4 19 Sxe6+ fxe6 20 #xg4 +-) 
18 Ah5 il.d6 19 #f5 is very danger¬ 
ous for Black, e.g. 19...'&e7? 20 4)f4 
±, 19...Sc8? 20 itxf7+! <S)xf7 21 
<S)g5+ <S3fe5 22 #f7+ *d8 23 £le6# 
or 19...b4 20 <S3a4 #c6 21 Axf7+ 
&e7 22 4lec5! <2)xc5 23 Sxd6 #xd6 

24 Sxe5+ *d8 25 <S)xc5 +-. 

18 iLf2! #xf2 

Not 18...Ac5? (18...#c6 19 Af3 
£>xf3 20 Hxe6+ +-) 19 ilxc5 4)xc5 
(19...#xc5 20#xe6+ <4>d8 {20...#e7 
21 £h5+ &d8 22 2xd7+ #xd7 23 
#xe5 H—} 21 Ji.xb5 axb5 22 2xe5 
+-) 20 i.h5+ £>f7 21 b4 0-0 22 
iLxf7+ 2xf7 23 #xh6 “53 a4 24 <23x34 
bxa4 25 2xe6 +-. 

19 #xe6+ *d8 

20 i.xb5 

and now: 

1) 20...axb5 21 2xe5 Ac8 (or 

21...2h7 22 £>xb5 {22 2f5? 2a6!} 
#f4+ {22...2e7 23 2xd7+) 23 *bl 


#xe5 24 #xe5 +-) 22 £xb5! &b4 

23 2ed5 2a7 24 4lxa7 #xa7 25 
#f6+ &c7 26 #xh8 #xa2 27 c3 
#al+ 28 <&c2 #a4+ 29 *bl +- 
Goth-Smrcka, corr 1984. 

2) 20...#xel 21 2xel axb5 (after 

21...2h7 22 ±xd7 <23xd7 23 <23d5 
£xd5 24 #xd5 2b8 25 2fl &c7, as 
in Sauermann-Partikas, corr 1990, 
White could have won by 26 #c4+ 
&c5 {26...&d8 27 #g8; 26...&b6 27 
#d3 2g7 28 2xf8} 27 2f5 &b6 28 
2xc5 <23xc5 29 #b4+ +-) 22 2xe5 
£3xe5 (22...i.b4 23 2xb5 2e8 24 
#xh6 +-) 23 #xe5! 2g8 (23...2h7 

24 #15 +-), Sauermann-Sokolov- 
sky, corr 1977 and Atanasov-Pasev, 
corr 1989. In both these games 24 
£>d5 eventually led to a white win, 
but the simplest line is 24 #f6+ <&d7 

25 #f5+ &d6 (25...*e7 26 #xb5 
+-; 25...&d8 26 #17 +-) 26 <2)xb5+ 
&e7 27 #e5+ +-. 

The conclusion is that the line 
with 12 #g4 #b6 favours White. 

C) 

12 #g4 #xe5 

13 J&xb5 axb5(D) 

13...h5 14Axd7+<$3xd7 15#h4 

and 13...h6 14 <53xe6 are very good 
for White. 
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14 Shel 

A major alternative is 14 4kxb5 
and now: 

1) 14...h5? 15 £ic7+! #xc7 16 
£ixe6 We5 17 £ic7+ Wxc7 18 #e2+ 
4^e5 19 #xe5+ and wins, a trap which 
has claimed at least four victims to 
date. 

2) 14...£W>? 15 Shel h5 16#h4 
Wc5 17 £)xe6 transposes to line 2a 
in note to White’s 16th below. 

3) 14...f515« r h4£ia6(15...Sxa2 
leads to line 4 below; 15...&f7 16 
Shel Ae4 17 g4 Sxa2 18 *bl Sa4 

19 gxf5 exf5 + Cassar-Gemmell, corr 
1991 is simple and strong) 16 Shel 
(16 Af4 #c5 17 £sxe6 WxbS 18 
Shel Ae4 19 £ixf8 &xf8 20 Ad6+ 
&g8 21 Sxe4 fxe4 22 #xe4 ^>f7! 
-+) Ae4 17 g4 (17 £ic3 £idc5 18 

4)xe4 4}xc4 19 £lf3, Serrano-Badals, 
corr 1982, 19...Wa5! 20 Sxe4 fxe4 
21 W»4 Qic5 22 #c6+ <&(7 23 <£k5+ 
&g8 +) Sc8 (17...Ab4? 18 gxf5 
Axel 19 Sxel £idc5? 20 Af4 Wd5 
21 Ad6 +- Georgiev-Soylu, Istan¬ 
bul 1980) 18 gxf5 exf5 19 £ia7 Sc4 

20 Wh5+ g6 21 We2 Wc5 22 ®ab5 
4ib4 wins for Black, Pereira-Jasch- 
elin, corr 1988. 

4) 14...2xa2 15 ^bl and now: 

4a) 15...f516Wh4(16Wh3?Sa6 

17 Shel Ae4 18 g4 Ab4 -+ Fedor- 
owicz-Gralka, Hastings 1976/7, the 
difference being that after Wh3 
White lacks Af4) Sa5 17 Af4 Wf6 

18 Ag5 We5 (18...Wg6 19 £)xe6 is 
dangerous) with a draw. 

4b) 15...h5 (risky) 16 Wh4 Sa4 
(16...Sa5 17 Af4 Ae7 18 Wg3 h4 19 
Wc3 Sxb5 20 Axe5 Sxe5 21 Shel 
Sxel 22 Sxel Af6 23 Wfb4 <*> Van 
Riemsdijk-Verduga, Lone Pine 1978) 
17 Sdel! Wc5 18 £ixe6 fxe6 19 


Wxa4 Wxg5 20 $3c7+ <*f7 21 Bhfl+ 
&g8? (21...*g6 «) 22 £ixe6 Wd5 
23 £>xf8 Ac6 24 Wf4 g5 25 Wf2 
$3c5 26 §3g6 1 -0 Forster-Loffler, Biel 
1991. 

5) 14...£rf615 Axf6 gxf616 Shel 
®g5+ 17 Wx g5 fxg5 18 4)f5! £>d7 
19 £>fd6+ Axd6 20 £ixd6+ &e7 21 
£sxb7 Shb8 is about equal. 

6) 14...Ae7 15 Axe7 &xe7 16 
Shel ^/f6, Botoechov-Soetin, con- 
1979, 17 £sxe6! fxe6 18 Sxe6+ #xe6 
19 #xg7+ &d8 20 #xh8+ #e8 21 
Wf6+ #e7 22 #b6+ &e8 23 Wxb7 
and White wins. 

14 ... h5 

15 Sh4 Wc5 (D) 

Not 15...®c7?! 16 &cxb5 Wb6 

(16...Wa5 17 £ixe6 fxe6 18 Sxe6+ 
*f7 19 Wc4 1-0 Ljiljak-Goddard, 
con 1968) 17 «Tf4 Ae7 18 £)xe 6 f6 
19 &d6+ Axd6 20 Sxd6 Wa5 21 
§3xgl+ &d8 22 Axl'6+ &c8 23 Ac3 
1-0 Przybisky-Mierzejewsky, con 
1974. 



16 £scxb5 

Or: 

1) 16 £ldxb5 £ia6 (16...Axg2? 
17 Wg3 +-) 17 ®f4 (17 Ae3 #c6 18 
Wf4 £>f6 19 £)d6+ Axd6 20 Sxd6 
WcS 21 Ad4 Sh6 22 Ab6 £>d7 23 
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$Ld4 Hg6 24 Sfl £lf6 25 £b6 Sg4 
26 #e5 #c4 + Berecz-Papp, Szeged 
1993) &c6 18 b4 fxb4 19 2d4 #c5 
(19...1'a5 20 2a4 tbcb5 21 £lxb5 
jLxb5 probably transposes) 20 2c4 
Wxb5! 21 £sxb5 ±xb5 22 2ce4 
i.a3+ 23 &dl £sac5 24 24e3 f6 25 
Wf3, Chapin-Boll, corr 1980, and 
now 25...0-0-0! gives Black a deci¬ 
sive attack. 

2) 16 Wg3 and now: 

2a) 16...£ia6? 17 £>xe6 fxe6 18 
2xe6+ ^?f7 19 2xd7+ <&xe6 20 2xb7 
Jid6 21 Af4! £>c7 (21...£xf4+ 22 
#xf4 2hf8 23 ^e4+ #e5 24 2e7+ 
or 21...g5 22 £xd6 Wxd6 23 We3+ 
wins for White) 22 Axd6 Wxd6 23 
2b6! «xb6 24 «g6+ +- Stean-Un- 
gureanu, Netanya 1976. 

2b) 16...jLe7? (also not 16...£d6? 
17 £>xe6 +-) 17 ^xe6! fxe6 18 2xe6 
£>c6 19 5M5 0-0 20 <&xe7+ £>xe7 21 
2xe7 . 

2c) 16...b4? (also a bad idea) 17 
?icb5 £>a6 18 £ixe6 fxe6 19 2xe6+ 
4>f7 20 2xd7+ <&xe6 21 Wh3+ &e5 

22 £id4 #xd4 23 #g3+ &e6 24 
2xd4 ± Tramacere-de Vuyst, corr 
1989. 

2d) 16...£>f6 17 £>cxb5 £>a6 18 
2e5 Wb6? (18...£)d5 is much better 
as 19 £ixe6 fxe6 20 2xe6+ 21 

2fl+ 22 Wf3 is answered by 
22...£if6 23 *xb7 2b8!) 19 £>xe6! 
fxe6 20 £>d6+! £xd6 (20...<S?e7 21 
£e3) 21 2xe6+ &f7 22 2exd6 1x6 

23 lxf6, Herbrechtsmeier-Schuh, 
Germany 1978, and White has the 
advantage since 23...gxf6 allows 24 
2xf6+! <&xf6 25 2d6+ and White 
forces mate. 

2e) 16...g617<&cxb5«fxg5+18 
lfxg5 Ah619 £>d6+ &f8 20«xh6+ 
2xh6 21 £\xb7 2xa2 22 <£bl ±. 


2f) 16...h4 17 lxh4 (17 Wg4 2a6 
18 <5Mxb5 2c6 19 2d5 Wtb6 20 ^d4 
£>f6 21 £xf6 gxf6 22 2b5 Wa6 23 
<?3xc6 Wxc6 °o Tarrio Hernandez- 
Rubio, corr 1983) 2xh4 (Black must 
not allow 2xe6+ or £>xe6 followed 
by mate on g6) 18 Wxh4 b4 19 £te4 
lxe4 20 Wxe4 2xa2 +. 

2g) 16...1x6 and now: 

2gl) 17 114 1x7 18 2xe6 0-0 19 
£>b3 (19 lh6 lg5+ 20 lxg5 fxe6 

21 £>xe6 Wf2 22 &xf8 Wxg3 23 hxg3 
&xf8 + Vennix-Boll, corr 1978) 
®xc3 20 ®xc3 fxe6 V 2 -V 2 Wahls- 
Brunner, Bern Z 1990. 

2g2) 17 h4 b4 18 «fh3! (18 Wd3 
2h6! +) 2h6 19 £>xe6 fxe6 20 
2xe6+ *f7 (20...2xe6 21 lfxe6+ 
le7 22 &d5 lxd5 23 2xd5 Wgl+ 
24 2dl HSc5 is equal) 21 2xh6 gxh6 

22 2fl+ < S?g7 23 We6 hxg5 24 #f7+ 
V 2 -V 2 Scherfke-Brodhuhn, corr 1979. 

In the complex position arising 
after 16 £icxb5 (D) there is a diver¬ 
gence of opinion: 



16 ... 2xa2! 

Polugaevsky’s recommendation 
is the most effective move. Others: 

1) 16...£ia6? 17 £>xe6 fxe6 18 
2xe6+ &f7 19 2xd7+ &xe6 20 
#h3+ Wf5 (20...&e5 21 le3 Wc4 
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22 Jid4+ *f4 23 Wg3+ 4>f5 24 
We5+ 4>g6 25 Sxg7+ forces mate) 

21 £)d4+ &xd7 22 #xf5+ 4>c7 23 
Af4+ &d8 24 £\e6+ *e7 25 £sg5 
wins for White. 

2) 16...e5 is risky but no clear-cut 
refutation is visible. Neither 17 Sxe5+ 
£>xe5 18 £>b3 #c8 19 Sd8+ #xd8 

20 Jkxd8 £ia6 nor 17 b4 Wb6 18 
£d8 g5! 19 Axb6 gxh4 20 £>c7+ 
&e7 21 £>xa8 JLxa8 offers White 
any advantage. At first I thought that 
I had found an incredible forced win 
by 17 £>c6! £>a6 (17...#xb5 18 
Bxe5+ Wxe5 19 £>xe5 Sxa2 20 &bl 
+-; 17...f5 18 £>xe5! £>xe5 19 Wf4 
£lbd7 20 #xf5 Ae7 21 Bxd7 Axg5+ 

22 &b\ also wins) 18 £}xe5! £lxe5 
(18...Wxe5 19 «d4 +-) 19 £>c7+! 
£}xc7 (19...#xc7 20 Sxe5+ Wxe5 

21 Wa4+) 20 *a4+! fob5 21 »xa8+ 
Axa8 22 Hd8#. However, 17...f6! 
brought me down to earth, when 18 
£>c7+ *f7 19 £>xb8 £>xb8 20 £>xa8 
Axa8 is roughly equal. 

3) 16... jk.d5 and now: 

3a) 17 b4 #c4 (17...#b6 is also 
promising) 18 ®f4 £>a6! 19 £>d6+ 
Axd6 20 #xd6 Wxb4! 21 Wxd5 
Wa3+ 22 *bl 0-0 23 #xd7 &c5 and 
Black wins. 

3b) 17 Bd3 £>a6 18 a3 Wb6 
(18...Bb8!?) 19 £>xe6 £xe6 20 
2xe6+ Wxe6 (after 20...fxe6 21 
Black loses a rook but maintains an 
extra piece; 21...4fte5 and 21...£rf6 
are feasible continuations) 21 2e3 
Wxe3+ 22 Axe3 is Torre-Mariotti, 
Manila 1976. Polugaevsky and Stean 
assess this position as good for 
White, Van der Vliet as unclear. The 
game eventually ended in a draw, but 
the impression was that Black had 
difficulties. 


3c) 17£>xe6jkxe618lld5andin 
Babiak-Miiller, corr 1991 White 
won after 18...WC6? 19 Wf4 $Lcl 20 
£>d6+ *f8 21 £xe7+ 4?g8 22 Bxe6! 
+-. The critical line is 18...®c8 19 
Wf4 £>a6 20 Sd6 (20 £>d6+ £xd6 

21 Wxd6 £>f6) 21 Sxa6 Bxa6 

22 £>c7+ 4?d7, when White’s attack 
appears insufficient. 

17 &bl 

Now 17..JLd5! (after 17...Ba5 or 
17...Ba6 White obtains a dangerous 
attack with 18 Wf4) 18 Be3 (18 Bd3 
Wb6 19 £>xe6 Axe6 20 Wc4 2al+ 
21 *xal Wa5+ -+; 18 Wg3 £>a6 19 
£>c3 #a5 20 £>xa2 Wxa2+ 21 *cl 
Wal+ 22 &d2 Wxb2 -+ Marein- 
Hjermundet, corr 1981)Wb619 £ixe6 
Axe6 (19...Bxb2+ 20 &xb2 Wxb5+ 
21 Sb3 «xb3+ 22 cxb3 fxe6 «) 20 
Wc4 Ac5! 21 Sd6 0-0! 22 2exe6 
Wa5! 23 Wxa2 Wxb5 gives Black a 
winning position. 

The conclusion is that the sacri¬ 
fice on b5 gives White a draw at best. 


D) 

12 %4 ®xe 5 

13 M3(D) 



13 ... h6 
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The alternatives are weaker: 

1) 13...h5? 14 itxe6+ Wxe6 15 
£hxe6 +-. 

2) 13...f5? 14 £>xf5 exf5 15 Axf5 
also wins. 

3) 13„.Ae7 14 Axe7 *xe7 15 
Shel h5 16£if5+ &f8 17 Wh4 g5 18 
Wxg5 Wf6 19 Wxf6 <5ixf6 was the 
game Steingrimsson-Van Wely, Rey¬ 
kjavik 1994, and now 20 Ae4! £ic6 

21 £)d6 4)xe4 22 £icxe4 +. 

4) 13...£tf6 14 Axf6! (Black has 
problems after this powerful move) 
gxf6 (14...Wxf615 Shel h5 16 <S)xe6! 
hxg4 17 Axb5+ &e7 18 £ixf8+ We6 
19 £>xe6 fxe6 20 Ac4 +- Felling- 
Lindblom, Geustal 1971, or 16...Ae7 
17 Axb5+ axb5 18 £)c7+ &f8 19 
Bd8+) 15 Af5 h5 (15...#e3+ 16 
&bl h5 17 £ixe6! Wxe6 18 Wd4 £>c6 

19 Wd7+! +-; 15...exf5 16 £ixf5 +-; 
15...Ah6+ 16 &bl #f4 17 £)xe6 
®xg4 18 £ic 7+ *f8 19 Axg4 Sa7 

20 Sd8+ &g7 21 <S)e8+ +-) 16 Wh3 
i.c5 (16...Ae7 17 Shel #f4+ 18 
*bl exf5 19 £lxf5 £\c6 20 £ld5 +-) 
17 Shel Wf4+ 18 *bl Axd4 19 
Axe6! Axc3 (19...fxe6 20 Wxe6+ 
*f8 21 We8+ or 19...Ae5 20 £sd5 
Wg5 21 Wa3! £)c6 (21...Axd5 22 
Axd5 Sa7 23 Wc5 Sd7 24 Ac6 +-} 

22 £>c7+ Axc 7 23 Ad7+ &d8 24 
Af5+) 20 bxc3 0-0, Tukmakov-Ani- 
kaev, USSR Ch ‘Ml969,and now21 
Axf7+! Sxf7 (21...*xf7 22 Wxh5+ 
&g8 23 %6+ *h8 24 Se7) 22 Se8+ 
*g7 (22...Sf8 23 #e6+ &g7 24 
Sxf8) 23 Bdd8 with a very danger¬ 
ous attack, for example: 

4a) 23...Ae4 24 ®xh5 Ah7 25 
Sh8 WtS 26 Sdg8+ +-. 

4b) 23...£sc6 24 Sg8+ <&h6 25 
Sh8+ Sh7 26 Bxh7+ &xh7 27 
t r xh5+ +-. 


4c) 23...*g6 24 1U3+ f5 25 g3 
®c7 (25...%5 26 Wd4 Wxd8 27 
Sxd8 £>c6 28 Sd6+ *h7 29 #h4 ±) 
26 #d4 Sg7 27 Se6+ &h7 28 We3 
#xd8 29 Bh6+ &g8 30 We6+ Sf7 
31 %6+ Sg7 32 #xh5 Sh7 33 Sxh7 
Wf6 34 Bh6 ±. 

4d) 23...Ac6 24 Sg8+ <£>h6 25 g4 
We5 26 Wd3 ! Wel+ 27 *b2 Ae4 28 
g5+ and wins. 

14 iLh4 

14 £>xe6 hxg5 15 Sdel (vacating 
dl for the queen; 15 Hhel 2h4! 16 
®xh4 gxh4 17 2xe5 £)xe5 18 £)c7+ 
*e7 19 £>xa8 i.xa8 T) 2h4 16 ttdl 
fxe6 17 2xe5 (17 .&g6+ <&e7 18 2xe5 
£>xe5 19 Wd2 2f4 ? Gruchacz-Van 
der Vliet, Brighton 1980) G)xe5 is 
assessed as T by Polugaevsky. Me§~ 
trovid-Planinc, Ca5ak 1969, contin¬ 
ued 18 We2 (18 2el &bc6 19 We2 
0-0-0 + Gola-Gadourek, corr 1980) 
£>bd7 19 &e4 0-0-0 20 g3 2xe4 21 
£>xe4 £>f6 22 £>xg5 Axhl 23 ^xe5 
Ad6 24 Wxe6+ &b8 ?. 

14 ... g5 (D) 



15 £>xe6 

There is a major divergence here: 
1) 15 Ag3 We3+and now: 
la) 16 2d2 h5 17 »dl #xd4 18 
Axb5 Wb6 (18...»g4 19 £.xd7+ 
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£\xd7 20 2xd7 #xdl+ 21 Shxdl 
Axg2 22 Ae5 Sh6 23 2c7, Lea- 
Waerstad, corr 1979 gives White fair 
play for the pawn; 18...'#xd2+ 19 
#xd2 axb5 20 £)xb5 £la6 21 Sfl f5 
22 Ad6 Ac6 » Hacker-Jancic, con- 
1982) 19 Axd7+ £)xd7 20 2xd7 2d8 
(20...Axg2 21 2el 2d8 22 2xd8+ 
Wx d8 23 #e2 Ab7 24 #e5 «) 21 
2xd8+ Wxd8 22 We2 Ag7 23 Ae5 
f6 24 2dl Wc8 25 Ad6 *f7 = Vuori- 
Makinen, con 1982. 

lb) 16 <&bl h5 17 2hel #xel 
(17...hxg4 18 2xe3 £)c5 19 £scxb5 
axb5 20 Axb5+ £)bd7 21 b4 0-0-0 
22 2c3 Axg2 «) 18 #xg5 Ah6 (af¬ 
ter 18... Ae7 19l f cl!l f xdl20#xdl 
Axg2 21 #d2! White has a danger¬ 
ous initiative, for example 21... Ab7 
22 £>xe6! fxe6 23 Ag6+ {or 
23...&d8 24 4V15) 24 Axb8 4tf6 25 
Ae5 +-) and now: 

lbl) 19 ®h4 (suggested in The 
Najdorffor the Tournament Player, 
but still untested, so here is some 
more tempting analysis) We3 20 
£ixe6 ®xe6 (20...fxe6 21 Ag6+ &f8 
22 Hfl+ <&>g7 23 ®e7+ <&xg6 24 
#17+ &g5 25 Af4+ #xf4 26 Wxf4+ 
&g6 and now White can mate in 
five) 21 2el Ae3 (after 21...'S f xel+ 

22 Axel White’s queen is better 
placed than in line lb2) 22 £>e4!? 
(22 £)d 1 is also possible) and White 
retains a dangerous attack, for exam¬ 
ple 22...Axe4 23 2xe3 £>f6 24 Axe4 
*f8 25 Af4 £ixe4 26 2xe4 Wd5 27 
We7+ &g8 28 2e5 +-. 

Ib2) 19 Wxh5 We3 20 £ixe6 
#xe6 21 2el lfxel+ 22 Axel Ag7 

23 Wg4 *f8! (23...0-0? 24 Wh4 2e8 
25 £>e4 2e6 26 <53g5 2h6 27 Ah7+ 
*f8 28 £ie6+! fxe6 29 Ab4+ 1-0 
Litvinov-Zarenkov, Minsk 1973)24 


Ag3 (24 £)e4 2h6 25 Ab4+ &g8 26 
Ac 3 2g6 27 4ig5 £f6 ± Lanka- 
Feldman, con 1977, but24...2xh2! 

25 Ab4+ 4>g8 26 c3 £se5 27 %3 
2hl+ 28 &c2 £ibd7 + is given by 
Konikowski; 24 h4 £tf6 25 #14 
5)bd7 26 g4 Se8 27 Af2 £>e5 28 
Af5 £ld5 + Timmerman-Van der 
Drift, con 1987) £rf6 25 Wb4+ *g8 

26 a4 Axg2! 27 axb5 axb5 28 £>xb5 
£sc6 and Black is clearly better, Bog- 
ner-Rogalewicz, con 1978. 

2) 15 Sdel h5 16 »xg5 Ah6 
(16...#xel+? 17 Sxel Ah6 18 
'S f xh6 2xh6 19 £>f5 wins) 17 £>xe6 
transposes to the main line. 

3) 15 Shel h5 (not 15...1T4+ 16 
#xf4 gxf4 17 2xe6+ nor 15...£>f6 
16 »h3 Wf4+ 17 &bl ’i f xh4 18 
2xe6+) with the branch: 

3a) 16 tfh3? Wf4+ 17 *bl Wxh4 
(17...gxh4? 18 5ke6fxe6 19#xe6+ 
&d8 20 Axb5! &c7 {20...axb5? 21 
Wb6+ #c7 22 Wf6+ mates) 21 
Axd7 2h6 22 £\d5+ Axd5 23 Wxd5 
wins for White) 18 2xe6+ and now 
18...fxe6?! gave White good swin¬ 
dling chances in Thipsay-Hodgson, 
British Ch 1984. However, 18...^8 
wins, e.g. 19 '$e3 fxe6 (19...Ac5 is 
also good) 20 <53xe6+ ^c8 21 Axb5 
axb5 22 Wb6 Ad6! 23 Wxd6 Wc4 24 
2d4 ®c625 £)xb5 2a5! and White’s 
attack collapses. 

3b) 16 #xg5 (objectively best) 
Ah6 17 2xe5 (17 £>xe6 leads to the 
main line) £>xe5 18 Axb5+ axb5 19 
Wfxh6 2xh6 20 £lf5 £>bd7 21 £>xh6 
Axg2 22 £sxb5 2xa2 23 4>bl 2a4 =. 

15 ... h5! (D) 

Not 15...fxe6? 16 2hel +-. 

16 Hi3! 

This move puts the whole vari¬ 
ation in a new light. The older line 16 
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Wxg 5 (16 £>c7+ &d8 17 ®h3 ®f4+ 
18 *bl Wxh4 19 Wxh4 gxh4 20 
£ixa8 Axa8 T) Ah6 is just bad for 
White: 

1) 17 Shel fxe6 (17...Wxel 18 
Sxel Axg5+ 19 £ixg5+ ±) 18 Ag6+ 
&f8 19 Sfl + #f6! (19...*g8 20 
Af7+ <&h7 21 Ag6+ V 2 -V 2 Dueball- 
Kerr, Skopje OL 1972) 20 Bxf6+ 
(Black also comes out material up 
after other moves) £>xf6 21 Ef 1! (the 
only chance; 21 Ed8+ 4g7 22 Exh8 
Axg5+ 23 Axg5 &xg6 -+) ^bd7 

22 Ae4 and White retains some 
slight drawing chances in the result¬ 
ing ending, despite being the ex¬ 
change for a pawn down. 

2) 17 Edel fxe6 (this is better 
than 17...Axg5+ {not 17...®xe6? 18 
Bxe6+ fxe6 19 Ag6+, which really 
does win for White} 18 ^xg5 0-0 19 
Bxe5 &xe5 20 Af5 ^g6 21 Ag3 
*hc6 22 Ad6 Bfd8 23 Ac7 ± Ljubo- 
jevic-Mariotti, Manila 1976; White 
has good compensation for his small 
material deficit) 18 Ag6+ ^fS 19 
Ehfl+ ®f6! 20 «xh6+ (20 Bxf6+ 
<S^xf6 21 Sfl transposes to line 1) 
Bxh6 21 Axf6 Exg6 22 Bxe6 £>xf6 

23 Efxf6+ Bxf6 24 Bxf6+ <&g7 with 
excellent winning chances for Black, 
Vegemaa-Kois, USSR 1979. 


16 ... Ah6 

16.. .fxe6 (16...g4? 17 £>c7+ #xc7 

18 Bhel+ £>e5 19 Axb5+ axb5 20 
Exe5+ Ae7 21 Wg3 1-0 Avolio-Mon- 
tanelli, corr 1983) 17 Bhel Wf4+ 18 
•^bl Wg4 (not 18...gxh4? 19 Wxe6+ 
transposing into the bracket after 
Black’s 17th move in line 3a of the 
note to White’s 15th move; 18...Eh6 

19 Exe6+ &d8?? 20 g3 1-0 Majew- 
ski-Rogalewicz, corr 1993) 19Exe6+ 
&d8 20 Wxg4 hxg4 21 Axg5+ <&c7 
22 Af4+ &d8 23 Af5! Axg2 24 
£id5 Axd5 25 Bxd5 Ae7, Sarink- 
Boll, corr 1990, 26 Axb8! Bxb8 27 
Bxa6 Bxh2 28 Bxd7+ <&e8 29 Axg4 
and White wins. 

17 £>bl 
Alternatively: 

1) 17 Axg5 Axg5+ 18 £>xg5 (18 
fxe6 19 Bhel #g7 —b) #xg5+ 

19 i’bl Axg2 forces the queens off. 

2) 17 £ixg5 (untested, but in my 
view promising) Axg5+ 18 ^bl 
Axh4 19 tfxh4 #f6 20 Ehel+ *f8 
21 Wb4+ <&g7 22 4)e4! with a very 
dangerous attack. 

17 ... g4 

17.. .fxe6? 18 Bhel g4 19 Ag6+ 
<&f8 20 m3 +-. 

18 £>c7+! 

Not 18 %3 #xg3 19 hxg3 fxe6 

+. 

18 ... Wxcl 

18.. .*f8 19 Wg3 Af4 (19...#xg3 

20 jLxg3 Sa7 21 Af2 +-) 20 £>e6+ 
fxe6 21 Shfl Af3 22 Exf3! gxf3 23 
Wxf3 &g7 24 #xa8 +- Smolka- 
Zdenek, corr 1993. 

19 Shel+ &f8 

Not, however, 19...4)e5 20 #g3 
&g7 (20...£>bd7 21 Af5 wins for 
White) 21 iLxb5+ £ibc6 22 £>d5 
Wb8 23 £if6+ +-. 
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20 4.e7+ &g8 

and now 21 #xh5 Jig! 22 Wg5 
(22 #xg4 £se5 23 Wg5 £sbd7 24 
±fS Sh6 <*>) 4k6 (22...Wxh2 23 
£d6 ®xd6 24 i.h7+ ±; 22...Sh6 23 
Af5 i.c6 24 ±d8 '&b7 25 £*4 i.xe4 
26 Sxe4 f6 27 Be8+ £sf8 28 ttxg4 
+-) 23 Af5 5)ce5 24 £d6 Wd8 
(24...#b6 25 2xe5 £lxe5 26 i.xe5 
f6 27 Wxg4 1-0 Mendes-Ribeiro, 
Portugal 1988) 25 #xd8+ Sxd8 26 
i.xe5 i.xe5 27 Bxe5 £sxe5 28 
Sxd8+ &g7 29 Sxh8 "i’xhS ± Mag- 
nusson-Kristinsson, coir 1990. 

At one time this line was held to 
be good for Black, whereas now the 
opposite opinion looks nearer the 
truth. The main line above is very 
promising, and White can also inves¬ 
tigate alternatives such as line lb in 
the note to White’s 15th move and 
line 2 in the note to White’s 17th. 


E) 

12 Wg4 ®xe5 

13 4x2 (D) 



By restricting his material invest¬ 
ment to a mere pawn White forces 
Black to survive a long period of dif¬ 
ficult defence, whereas in other lines 


Black has only to survive the imme¬ 
diate holocaust in order to win. The 
practical results with this line are 
very much in White’s favour. 

13 ... 4x5 

Other moves: 

1) 13...b4 14 4.f3! 4.xf3 (the al¬ 
ternative 14...bxc3 15 4.xb7 Ba7 16 
Shel is also dangerous) 15 £ixf3 
Wc5 16 £le4 followed by Shel with 
strong pressure. 

2) 13...h6 14 4.f4 (possible as the 
knight on d4 is defended by the rook 
in this line) Wf6 (14...Wc5 15 £ixe6 
fxe6 16 ®xe6+ 4x7 17 4.xb8 £ixb8 

18 ®g6+ <&f8 19 Shfl+ 4.f6 20 
Sxf6+ gxf6 21 ^xf6+ ^e8 1-0 Pax- 
Karnaoukh, Kettig 1994; 14...h5 15 
Wg 3 Wc5 16 £>xe6! fxe6 17 ®g6+ 
&d8 18 *xe6 4x6 19 4i3 4.xf3 20 
gxf3 Wc4 21 Sxd7+ £>xd7 22 4.g5+ 
&c8 23 £id5 +-) 15 Shfl e5 16 
4x3 Wb6 17 £tf5 ®g6 18 #xg6 
fxg6 19 £>h4 ± Damele-Montanelli, 
corr 1983. 

3) 13...£>f6 14 4.xf6 gxf6 (after 
14...®xf6 15 ®cxb5! White wins, 
e.g. 15...axb5 16 4.xb5+ &e7 17 
Wg3 e5 18 Shel 1-0 Sakharov-Feld- 
man, corr 1977, or 15...^e5 16 Shel 
4x7 17 £>c7+! Wxc7 18 £>xe6 fxe6 

19 Wxg7 Wf4+ 20 &bl Wfl 21 
®xh8+ 4.f8 22 4.h5 1-0 Sakharov- 
Lucker, corr 1982) 15 Shel Wg5+ 
(15...h5 16 ®h3 thdl {or 16...%5+ 
17 sfebl 4.xg2 18 4.xb5+ axb5 19 
£>xe6!} 17 4.xb5 #f4+ 18 <4>bl 0-0-0 
19 4x6 ± Torre-Sigurjonsson, Ge¬ 
neva 1977) 16 Wxg5 fxg5 17 4.h5 
&e7 18 Sfl f5 (18...f6 19 £>f5+ 
leads to mate) 19 Sfel 4.xg2 20 
Bxe6+ &d7 21 Be2 is winning for 
White, as in Balinas-Tarjan, Odessa 
1976. 
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4) 13...h5 14 #h4 f6 (14...g6 15 
Af3 Sa7 16 4>b 1! {16 She 1 ? #xg5+ 
17 #xg5 Ah6 18 £)xe6 fxe6 19 
Sxe6+ &f7 20 Se7+ &g8 21 Se8+ 
=} Ah6 17 Axh6 Sxh6 18 Shel 
Wf6 19 #f2 Sa8 20 £le4 Axe4 21 
Sxe4 -(-) 15 Af4 g5 16 ®xh5+ Sxh5 

17 Axh5+ 4?e7 18 Axe5 <S)xe5 19 
Af3 £)xf3 20 £kf3 is better for 
White, but there are a lot of technical 
problems ahead in converting the 
extra exchange into a win, Balashov- 
Quinteros, Manila IZ 1976. 

5) 13...Ab4 14 Af3 (14 Shel! 
looks much more dangerous for 
Black) Axc3 15 i.xb7 Axd4 16 Shel 
h5 (16...Axb2+ 17 &bl Sa7 18 
Sxe5 Axe5 19 tT3 ±) 17 #h4 #c5 

18 Wxd4 ®xd4 19 Bxd4 Sa7 20 Af3 
g6 21 Se3 0-0 22 5d6 with adequate 
play for the pawn, Maki-Abousami, 
Thessaloniki OL 1988. 

14 (D) 

The theory of this line is still 
fairly undeveloped, so there is plenty 
of scope for original play: 

1) 14 Af37! Axd4 15 Axb7 
Axc3 16 bxc3 (16 Axa8 Axb2+ 17 
*bl Aa3 18 Acl Axel 19 *xcl 
£sb6 20 Shel Wal+21 &d2 «ff5 22 
#f3 Wh6+ 23 &e2 0-0 + Lanc-Ver- 
duga, Camaguey 1987) Sa7 17 Shel 
h5 (17...»xc3? 18 Sxe6+) 18 Wh4 
(18 Sxe5 hxg4 19 Sc5 0-0 20 Sc7 
£)c5! 21 Sxc5 Sxb7 + Grigorian- 
Rogovsky, USSR 1977) ^\c3 19 
Sd3 (19 Ee3? Wal+ 20 *d2 Wxa2 
21 Wb4 f6! -+ Stean-Sigurjonsson, 
England v Iceland telex 1977) Wc4 
(19...Wal+? 20 <&d2 Wxa2 21 #b4 
f6 22 Ad5 1-0 Fraczkiewicz-War- 
czynski, corr 1977) 20 Wg3 0-0 and 
the burden is on White to prove his 
compensation for the pawns. 


2) 14 Shel is an untested sug¬ 
gestion of Van der Vliet. 

3) 14 jLf4 #f6 15 Ag5 is a draw. 

4) 14 SMI Axd4 (14...f5 15 
£lxf5 exf5 16 Sxf5 +-; 14...0-0 15 
Af4 ±; 14...£tf6 15 Axf6 gxf6 16 
#g7 Sf8 17 4ke6! #xe6 {17...fxe6 

18 ®xh7! +-) 18 Sfel ±) 15 Sxd4 
and now: 

4a) 15...0-0 16 Sd3 f5 17 fh4 b4 
(17...£ic5 18 Sh3 h6 19 Axh6 gxh6 
20 Sg3+ wins for White, Dessen- 
Klein, corr 1987) 18 #xb4 Axg2 

19 Sgl Ae4 (19...#xh2 20 Wd4) 20 
£ixe4 fxe4 21 Sdg3 <S)c6 22 #b7! 
Eab8 23 #xd7 ®xb2+ 24 &dl £ld4 
(24,..^b4 25 Af6!) 25 #xg7+! &xg7 
26 Ad8+ &h8 27 Sg8+! Sxg8 28 
Af6+ Hg7 29 Axg7+ &g8 30 Axd4+ 
*f7 31 Sfl+ &e7 32 Axb2 1-0 
Westerinen-Siguijonsson, New York 
1977. 

4b) 15„.l r xh2 16 Af3 h5 17 
Sxd7!&xd7(17...£\xd7 18tT>4f6 

19 Axb7 Sa7 20 Af4 WM 21 £\e4 
+-) 18 #d4+ Wd6 19 #xg7 Axf3 

20 Sxf3 +-. 

4c) 15 ...£)c 6 16 Sxd7 &xd7 17 
Sxf7+ &c8 18 Af4 is winning for 
White. 

4d) 15...£)f6 is an untested idea 
of Van der Vliet - one possible line is 

16 Axf6 gxf6 17 £ie4 Axe4 (17...f5 
18 #h4) 18 Sxe4 Wg5+ 19 #xg5 
fxg5 20 Ah5 0-0 21 h4 ±. 

4e) 15...f616±d2(16£.f4'S r xd4 

17 #xg7 Sf8 18 Ah5+ &d8 is in¬ 
adequate; 16 Ah4 0-0 17 Sfdl #e3+ 

18 ibl f5 19 Wh5 g6 was good for 
Black in Timman-Van der Vliet, 
Dutch Ch 1978) f5 17 #h4 0-0 18 
Sd3 Wf6 19 Ag5 #f7 20 g4 (20 Ah5 
g6 21 Af3 £le5 22 Sd6 Axf3 23 
gxf3 £)c4 t K.Schneider-Birnbaum, 
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corr 1987) Sc8 21 &bl £>f8, Ponish- 
Pfeiffer, corr 1989, and now 22 gxf5 
exf5 23 i.f3 i.xf3 24 Sdxf3 g6 25 
<53c4 gives White a dangerous attack. 



14 ... h5 

Or: 

1) 14...ie3+ 15 s&bl h5 and now: 

la) 16 £lxe5 hxg4 17 £lxf7 &xf7 
18 &xe3 Axg2 19 Shgl Af3 20 
Sdfl £te5 21 £ie4 &g8! (21...Sxh2? 
22 Axf3 gxf3 23 £f4 Se2 24 £>g3 
£>ed7 25 2xf3 1-0 Dewar-Hariman, 
corr 1989) 22 i.xf3 £>xf3 23 Sg2 
£>d7 =. 

lb) 16 W&Wc5 17 i.xe3 Wxe3 
18 2hel (18 Sd3!? #b6 19 Shdl) 
Wc5 19 £sd4! Sh6? (19...Sa7 ®) 20 
Af3 i.xf3 21 tfxf3 Sa7 22 £le4 
WfS 23 <Slc6! £sxc6 24 £sd6+ *e7 
25 £>f5+ 4?e8 26 #xc6 1-0 Zar- 
emba-Muller, corr 1993. 

lc) 16 Wh4 transposes to the 
main line. 

2) 14...1T5 15 *x£5 exf5 16 Ad3 
f6 17 2hel+ &d8 (17...&f718 Axf5) 
18 S)e5 £lxe5 19 Sxe5 Ab4 20 .&h4 
&c7 21 2xf5 ± 

3) 14...®c7 15 Af4 #d8 16 Wxg7 
Wf6 17 Wg3 ±. 

4) 14...i.xf3 15 i.xf3 h5 16®h4 
.&e3+ 17 J.xe3 Wxe3+ 18 *bl Sa7 


19 fihel Wh6 20 #d4 2c7 21 ®d6 
2c4 22 jLd5 +- Maes-Gilles, Beb 
gium 1992. 

15 'B f h4 i.e3+ (D) 

15 ..Mcl is relatively untested. 16 
2hfl £>c6 17 *bl £le7 18 i.f4 e5 
19 2xd7 #xd7 20 £lxe5 ffe6 21 
jLg4 Wf6 left White with insuffi¬ 
cient compensation in Maki-Sor- 
vari, corr 1991, but White has better 
16th moves. One idea is 16 Af4 ®b6 
(16...e5? 17 £>xe5 +-; 16...1?d8 17 
%3 0-0 18 <2)g5 ±) 17 Wg5, more or 
less forcing the weakening 17...g6. 
16 £le4!? £.xe4 (I6...f6 17 £>xc5 
Wxc5 18 Ad2 ®) 17 Wxe4 &c6 18 
2d2 is also worth considering. 



16 &bl 

Better than the alternative 16 
JLxe3 #xe3+ 17 *bl £>f6 18 2d3 
(18 2hel *c5 19 g4 £lbd7 20 £>g5 
2c8 21 JLd3 4)e5 T 0e-Lassen, corr 
1983) Wc5 (18.. Mb6 is similar) 19 
2hdl £>bd7 20 £ig5 ®e7 21 £>ge4 
JLxe4 22 £)xe4 £>d5 23 Wg3 g6 24 
i.f3 sfcf8 25 <2)c3 ®7f6 26 £>xd5 
4)xd5 27 JLxd5 exd5 28 2xd5 < &g7 
± Hjorth-Kelstrup, corr 1981. 

16 ... i.xf3 

16...^.xg5 17 4)xg5 is awkward 
for Black, for example 17...£>f6 18 
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Sd8+ winning, or 17.. JLxg2 18 £>xf7 
*xf7 19 #12+ 4tf6 20 #xg2 £>bd7 
21 Shgl ±. 

17 Axe3 Axe2 

18 £.d4 WfS 

Orl8...i.xdl(18...t f c7 19£>xe2 
e5 20 £>c3! exd4 21 ®d5 Wd6 22 
Shel+ £>e5 23 2xe5+ Wxe5 24 Sel 
+—) 19 Axe 5 JLxc2+ 20 ^xc2 ®xe5 
21 %5 £ibc6 (21...&g6 22 ^4 4M7 
23 2fl +) 22 £>e4 £>d4+ 23 4>bl 
£>f5 24 2dl £>g6 25 £>d6+ £>xd6 26 
2xd6 0-0 27 ®xh5 ± Bryson-Zoltai, 
corr 1988. 

19 £>xe2 0-0 (D) 



20 h3 e5 

21 i.c3 


Now there are various alterna¬ 
tives, but none looks tempting for 
Black: 

1) 21...<53c6? 22 2d6 b4 (22...<?3d4 
23 i.xd4 exd4 24 ®xd4 +-) 23 _&d2 
(23 £>g3, Bryson-Gallagher, Not¬ 
tingham 1987, appears less clear af¬ 
ter 23...Wh7 ! since now 24 £.d2 may 
be met by 24...&d4) £>db8 24 £>g3 
Wf2 25 ±el Vxg2 26 2d2 Wi3 21 
2fl Wc3 28 £lf5 and White is win¬ 
ning. 

2) 21...Wg6 22 g4 f5 and White 
has several routes to a clear advan¬ 
tage, for example 23 gxh5 #f6 (or 
else Shgl and Bg6) 24 ®f2 with 
either £if4 or Shgl to come, or 23 
£>g3 f4 (23...fxg4 24 £>xh5 ±) 24 
£>f5 Wf6 25 £)e7+ &f7 26 #xh5+ 
&xe7 27 Ab4+ &d8 28 ixf8 WxfS 
29 Wxe5. 

3) 21...£tf6 22 g4! #f3 (22...We6 

23 gxh5 £>d5 24 Shgl £>xc3+ 25 
fox c3 £lc6 26 Wg5 +-) 23 £>g3 £>c6 

24 Bdfl (24 Shfl? Sad8!) Wd5 25 
gxh5 with a decisive kingside attack. 

4) 21...a5 22 g4 Wf3 23 £>g3 b4 
24 id2 £>c5 25 Shfl #b7 26 gxh5 
and again the white attack is irresist¬ 
ible. 







12 Polugaevsky: Others 


In this chapter we deal with all vari¬ 
ations of the Polugaevsky except 10 
We2 9 which was covered in the pre¬ 
vious chapter. 

1 e4 c5 2 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 <£\xd4 
4)f6 5 *hc3 a6 6 Ag5 e6 7 f4 b5 (D) 



8 e5 

Several othdr moves have been 
tried, but without any real success. If 
Black is allowed to get away with his 
ambitious plan of playing a quick 
...b5, then he is assured a comfort¬ 
able game. Note that, in the analysis 
below, ...®c7 by Black will probably 
transpose to chapter 14, and we do 
not mention each such transposition. 
One of the reasons why the vari¬ 
ations below are more favourable for 
Black than chapter 14 is that Black 
can often play ...Wd8-b6 directly, 
saving a tempo by missing out the 
stopover on c7: 

1) 8 a3 (this passive move cannot 
possibly be good) $)bd7 (8.. JLb7 is 


possible but more complicated; it 
will often transpose to the analysis 
below) and now: 

la) 9#f3Ab7 100-0-0(10Ad3 
#b6 11 £>de2 2c8 12 Ah4 Ae7 13 
Af2 ®c7 14 0-0 0-0 15 £>d4 2fe8 
with at least equality for Black, Leh- 
mann-Tatai, Las Palmas 1972) 2c8 
11 f5 (11 Ad3 2xc3 12 bxc3 #a5) 
e5 12 £>de2 (12 £>b3 Ae7 13 Ad3 
0-0 14 Axf6 £>xf6 15 £>d5 Axd5 16 
exd5 Wc7! ? Nikitin-Polugaevsky, 
USSR Ch 1959, or even 13...2xc3 

14 bxc3 d5 with good chances) Wc7 
13 2d2 Ae7 14 h4 and now both 
14...0-0, Ervin-Browne, New York 
1974, and 14...Wa5, Fabian-Poluga- 
evsky, Marianske Lazne 1959, are 
good for Black. 

lb) 9 ®e2 Wb6 10 0-0-0 Ab7 11 
g4 2c8 12 Ag2 2xc3 13 bxc3 d5 14 
f5?! (14 Axf6 £>xf6 15 e5 «) Axa3+ 

15 &bl dxe4 and Black is better, 
Malevinsky-Anikaev, RSFSR Ch 
1976. 

2) 8 Ae2 b4 (8...h6 9 Axf6 Wxf6 
10 0-0 Ae7 11 a4! b4 12 £>a2 Ab7 
13 f5 e5 14 £>b3 Axe4 15 £>xb4 is 
good for White while 8...Ab7 9 Af3 
£>bd7 10 e5 Axf3 11 £>xf3 dxe5 12 
fxe5 h6 13 Ae3 or 13 Ah4 is un¬ 
clear) 9 £}a4 Ae7 (simple develop¬ 
ment is best) 10 Af3 2a7 11 0-0 
Ad7 12 b3 Axa4 13 bxa4 0-0 14 
£lb3 £ibd7 ¥ Suetin-Polugaevsky, 
USSR Ch 1960. 

3) 8 Ad3 £ibd7 and now there 
are three alternatives: 
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3a) 9 f5 e5 10 £ic6 Wb6 11 £>b4 
&b7 12 We2 £e7 13 0-0-0 2c8 14 
Axf6 £>xf6 15 g4 Wa5 16 a3 2xc3 
17 bxc3 d5! with a definite advan¬ 
tage to Black, Spassky-Polugaevsky, 
USSR Ch 1960. 

3b) 9 We2 Wb6 10 £>f3 (10 
£ixe6? fxe6 11 e5 dxe5 12 fxe5 Wc5! 
and White cannot regain his piece, 
Sakharov-Polugaevsky, USSR Ch 
1960) £b7 11 £h4 b4 12 £>bl d5 13 
e5 £}e4 and Black had at least equal¬ 
ity in Tolush-Hottes, Hamburg 1960. 

3c) 9 Wf3. Black’s usual reply to 
this is 9...£b7 transposing to line 4 
below, but he might still try 9...Wb6. 

4) 8 Wf3 Ab7 9 0-0-0 (9 a3 is la 
above while 9 Ad3 will probably 
transpose to the text) £>bd7 10 £d3 
and: 

4a) 10...£e7 11 2hel Wb6 12 
£>ce2 (12 We3 b4 13 £ice2 £ic5 =) 
13 £xf6 £xf6 14 g4 £>a4!? 
(14...0-0-0 is safer and quite good) 
15 c3 b4 16 £c2 £>xb2!? 17 &xb2 
bxc3+ 18 <&xc3 0-0 19 2bl Wa5+ 20 
<£?d3 2ac8 21 Wf2?! £a8 22 2b3? 
e5 23 g5 exd4 24 £ixd4 JLxd4 0-1 
Kupper-Tal, Zurich 1959. 

4b) 10...Wb6 11 £>b3 b4 12 £>a4 
Wc7 and after 13 2hel jLe7 or 13 
£id4 Jicl Black’s position is en¬ 
tirely satisfactory, which is not sur¬ 
prising as he is just a tempo up on 
chapter 14, line A2, note to White’s 
12th move. 

5) 8 We2. Apart from 8...Wc7 9 
0-0-0 £ibd7, which leads to line B2 
of chapter 14, Black can try Poluga- 
evsky’s suggestion 8.. Jke7 9 0-0-0 
b4, at once driving the knight away. 

The conclusion is that 8 e5 is the 
only real test of 7...b5. 

8 ... dxe5 


Or 8...h6 9 £h4 g5 and now: 

1) 10£g3b4!(10...gxf4 lli.h4 
dxe5 12 £ixe6 Wxdl+ 13 2xdl fxe6 
14 jLxf6 ±; 10...dxe5 11 fxe5 £k!5 
12 £>xd5 Wxd5 13 Ae2 Ab7 14 £f3 
Wd7 15 £>xe6 ± Paoli-Primavera, 
Italian Ch 1959) 11 exf6 (11 Wf3 
looks critical, but it may still be OK 
for Black, e.g. Il...bxc3 12 Wxa8 
cxb2 13 2bl Wa5+ 14 *dl £>fd7 15 
Ab5 Wb6 16 Axd7+ <4>xd7! <*) bxc3 
12 bxc3 gxf4 13 Ah4 Wc7 ? Zuse- 
Braun, Bundesliga 1987. 

2) 10 fxg5! £>h7 11 Wh5 (11 
exd6 hxg5 12 Af2 £b7 13 £>xe6 +- 
Dueball-Braun, Bundesliga 1989) 
hxg5 12 £g3 Ag7 13 0-0-0 d5 14 
Ad3 b4 15 2hfl 2a7 16 £>cb5 axb5 
17 £>xb5 £if8 18 Wf3 +- Kasparov- 
Ehlvest, Daugavpils 1978. 

9 fxe5 Wc7 
10 exf6 

Or: 

1) 10 £>f3 (D) (this move has 
been unfairly neglected - in fact it 
appears to be quite dangerous for 
Black; 10 We2 is chapter 11) and 
now: 



1 a) 10...£tfd7 and now White has 
a choice between several dangerous 
moves: 
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lal) Il^e4±b712^6+-i.xd6 
13 exd6 #c5 14 #d2 0-0 15 Ae2 
jLd5 16 b3 2c8 17 c4 bxc4 18 bxc4 
£xc4 19 2c 1 Wd5 20 «ff4 e5 21 
Wg4 e4 22 i.h6 g6 23 £ld2 1-0 Tol- 
ush-Coolen, corr 1962. 

Ia2) 11 ji.d3 *5)xe5 12jLe4£3ec6 
13 0-0 i.c5+ 14 *hl 0-0 15 £lh4 
Ab7 16i.xh7+&xh7 17«h5+*g8 
18 *53e4 #e5 19 £>f6+ gxf6 20 <5)g6 
fxg6 21 l f xg6+ &h8 22 2f3 Wf5 
23 2xf5 exf5 24 i.xf6+ 2xf6 25 
Wxf6+ &g8 26 2el ± Weber-Ger- 
hardt, corr 1964 is noteworthy for 
reaching the rare material balance of 
four minor pieces against a queen. 

Ia3) 11 ^<12 £b4 12 0-0-0 0-0 
13 Af6 *53xf6 14 exf6 2e8 15 %5 
g6 16 h4 *53d7 17 h5 £xc3 18 2xd7 
i.xd7 19 bxc3 ifxc3 20 hxg6 1-0 
Marcinkiewicz-Krynicki, corr 1977. 

lb) 10...M 11 *53b5 (11 exf6 bxc3 
and now 12 fxg7 i.xg7 13 b3 0-0 14 
Ad3 ±b7 15 0-0 *53c6 and 12 b3 
*53d7 13 fxg7 Jkxg7 14 k&2 Ab7 15 
0-0 53 c 5 are equal) axb5 12 exf6 
*53d7 13 £.xb5 2a5 14 We2 gxf6 15 
Axf6 2g8 and now: 

lbl) 16 *53e5 2xb5! 17 W\b5 
2xg2 18 #a4 (or 18 2dl Ad6! 19 
*53xd7 iLxd7 20 Wd3 Ae7 21 £xe7 
#e5+ 22 *f 1 i.b5 + Kotkov-Shap- 
oshnikov, RSFSR Ch 1958) ±h6 
(18.. Mc5 19 0-0-0 b3!?) 19 £>xd7 
2e2+ 20 &xe2 ®c4+ with at least a 
draw for Black. 

Ib2) 16 £e5 *Tb7 17 &xd7+ 
ilxd7 18 0-0-0 2xa2 19 b3 Ac6 ?. 

lb3) 16 £sd4 Wb6 with a last 
branch: 

lb31) 17 i.c6 2g6 18 i.h8 (18 
J&.&5 2xe5! 19 Wxe5 jLg7 + Adzhe- 
mian-Tukmakov, Alma Ata 1964) 
±e7 19 0-0-0 2xa2 20 &bl Sa7 21 


®b5 Wa6 22 #xa6 Bxa6 T Haase- 
Siegl, corr 1980. 

Ib32) 17 i.xd7+i.xd7 18 0-0-0 
(18 0-0 ib5) Sxa2 19 *bl? (19 £>b3 
f) Sa8 20 £sb3 #a7 0-1 Schuler- 
Kammel, corr 1967. 

Ib33) 17 1 S'c4! i.c5 18 i.xd7+ 
i.xd7 19 0-0-0 Ae7?! 20 i.xe7 *xe7 
21 Shfl + Belloc-Millan, corr 1980. 

2) 10 jLxb5+ (this is not at all 
bad, but Tal’s loss with it in the stem 
game seems to have dissuaded other 
players from adopting it) axb5 11 
exf6 yite5+ 12 VHe2 #xg5 (White 
wins after 12... «xd4 13 Sdl Wb6 

14 fxg7 Axg7 15 Wxb5+) 13 £klxb5 
and now: 

2a) 13...^a6? 14 &e4 We5 15 
fxg7 (15 Sdl is also good: 15...gxf6 
16 0-0 Ac5+ {16...Ae7 17 &ed6+ 
Axd6 18 £>xd6+ *f8 19 ®xe5 fxe5 
20 £>xf7 +-} 17 *hl *e7 18 Sxf6 
Sf8 19 Wg4 gives White a decisive 
attack; for example, the ingenious 
19...Agl is met by 20 Sh6! +-) 
Axg7 16 £>bd6+ <£>e7 17 0-0 f5 18 
Sadi h5 19 «e3 *f8 20 Wg5 +- 
Rechel-Heinelt, Hessen Ch 1989. 

2b) 13...Sa5! 14 fxg7 Axg7 (the 
alternative 14...®xg7 is answered by 

15 0-0 Ac5+ 16 &hl 0-0 17 Sf3 ac¬ 
cording to Taulbut and 15 0-0-0 Ae7 

16 £}c7+ &f8 17 Shfl according 
to Lepeshkin, but Polugaevsky him¬ 
self believes the move is playable) 
15 £>e4 We5 (nobody seems sure 
how to assess 15...Bxb5 16 £>xg5 
Sxg5) 16 £>bd6+ &e7 17 0-0 f5 18 
Sadi Bd5 (18...Aa6? 19 Wh5 Sf8 
20 #h4+ Sf6 21 £>xf6 Wxf6 22 
igfb4 +- Rechel-Kobs, Hessenliga 
1994) 19 #c4 Sxdl (19...Ad7? 20 
Wb4 £>c6 21 £>xf5+ *f7 22 £>e7+ 
^e8 23 £ixc6 H— Jonvik-Nilssen, 
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corr 1987) 20 Sxdl fxe4 21 £sxc8+ 
&f7 22 £ld6+ 4>g6 23 £>xe4 ± Tal- 
Polugaevsky, Alma Ata Ct (2) 1980. 

3) 10 £f4 ±b4 (10...£)fd7) 11 
&xb5+!? axb5 12 0-0 £xc3 13 exf6 
,&xd4+ 14 Wxd4 £sc6 15 fxg7 Sg8 
16 #c3 #b7 17 &g5 Sa4 18 Sadi 
Bc4?! (18...f5) 19 Wf6 #c7 20 Sd6 
e5?? (20...h6) 21 Sfdl Sd4 22 Slxd4 
1-0 Apicelli-Bucholz, corr 1978. 

4) 10 £.xf6 gxf6 11 exf6 #e5+ 

(11_4.b7 12#h5!lT4??13i.xb5+ 

+- Makinen-Vayrynen, corr 1983) 
12 i.e2 i.b7 (12...Sa7) 13 #d3 (13 
£)f3 i.xf3 14 gxf3 tfxf6 15 Wd3 
®h4+ 16 &dl Sa7 + Kiihn-Wolf, 2nd 
Bundesliga 1993) &h6? (13...b4) 14 
Sdl #xf6? 15 £ixe6 fxe6 16 i.h5+ 
'A’fS 17 #d6+ 1-0 Ljungstrom-Kret- 
schmer, corr 1984. 

10 ... We5+ (D) 



11 Ae2 

There are three alternatives: 

1) Il#e2#xg5 12&e4(12#e4 
Sa7 13 Sdl gxf6 or 12 g3 Sa7 13 
£>e4 Wc5 14 c3 £b7 15 fxg7 £xg7 
16 Jig2 0-0 17 0-0 b4 = Murei-Van 
derVliet, Amsterdam 1983) We5 13 
0-0-0 and now: 

la) 13...^.b7?! with three vari¬ 
ations: 


lal) 14 Wd2! &xe4 15 £ixb5 
±d5 16 Ac4 axb5 17 Shel lTd6 18 
Axd5 Sa6 19 Wg5! g6 20 jfc.xe6 
fxe6 21 Sxd6 H—. 

Ia2) 14 £>f5 #xf5 (14...i.xe4 15 
fxg7 exf5 16 #d2 ±e7 17 gxh8W+ 
Wxh8 18 i.d3 ®; 14,..exf5 15 Wd2! 
&c7 {15..Ad5 16 £>c3 ±} 16 fxg7 
£.xg7 17 £id6+ &f8 18 £>xb7 £>c6 
±) 15 fxg7 #f4+ 16 &bl JLx g7 17 
£id6+ *e7 18 £)xb7 Wc5 19 Wxe5 
&.xe 5 =. 

Ia3) 14 £>xb5?! axb5 15 Wd2 
(15 fxg7 Jixg7 16 £>d6+ &e7 17 
tfxeS Jixe5 18 £>xb7 Sxa2 + Ro- 
mantchouk-Leroy, Paris Ch 1993) 
&d5 16 i.xb5+ &d8 17 £ig5 Sxa2 
18 c3 &c8! and it is hard to see any 
compensation for the piece, since 
Black’s attack is just as strong as 
White’s. 

lb) 13...Sa7! (best) 14 We3 (14 
£lf3 «T4+ 15 &>bl Bd7 16 Sxd7 
£>xd7 17 g3 #c7 18 fxg7 £.xg7 19 
#d2 0-0 20 Wd6 Wxd6 21 <£xd6 
£>b6 22 <S)xc8 Sxc8 23 c3 £)a4 24 
i.d3? £>xb2 25 i.c2 £)c4 0-1 Stein- 
Sakharov, Ukraine Ch 1960) Sd7 15 
£)f3 Sxdl+ 16 &xdl Wc7 (or even 

16.. .#xb2) 17 &d3 £id7 +. 

2) 11 £>e4 1 H r xe4+ 12 £ie2 (12 
Jie2 Wxg2 13 Af3 #xg5 14 &xa8 
#h4+ +) 4)c6 13 #d2 h6! 14 ±e 3 
&b7 15 £s g 3 (15 £>c3 Wh4+ and 

16.. .#xf6 or 15 fxg7 -&xg7 16 0-0-0 
Sd8 and Black stands well) We5 16 
fxg7 &.xg7 17 jLd3 <2)b4! + Nezh- 
metdinov-Polugaevsky, USSR Ch 
1961. 

3) 11 £sde2’H , xg5 12 £>e4 fli4+? 
(12...«fe5 ¥) 13 £>2g3 gxf6 14 Wd4 
<&e7 15 Wc5+ 4>d8 16 Wb6+ &e8 
17 #d4 &e7 18 f\:5+ 4>d8 19 
Wb6+ &e8 20 Wd4 &e7 21 Wc5+ 
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‘Von Neumann’-H.Olafsson, Phila¬ 
delphia 1993 was the famous game 
in which White allegedly received 
his moves from a computer. Actu¬ 
ally, Olafsson was even a bit lucky: 
had White played 15 'S , b4+! 4>d8 16 
#a5+ followed by 4.xb5 he might 
well have lost. 

11 ... Wxg5 (D) 



Now the way divides: 

A: 12 0-0 
B: 12 !Td3 

A) 

12 0-0 We5 

The alternative is 12...Sa7 but this 
is currently considered to be very 
risky: 12...Ba7 (12...4.b7 13 4.f3 ±; 

12.. .4x5 13 *hl ±) 13 Wd3 Bd7 
14 £\e4 We5 (14...Wg6 15 We3 4.b7 
16 4.f3 Wh6 17 ®xh6 gxh6 18 £)b3 
4.xe4?! 19 4.xe4 4.d6 20 Sael ± 
Gligoric-Bhend, Zurich 1959) 15 £>f3 
(15 c3 4.b7 is fine for Black) , S , xb2 
(15...Bxd3 16 <&xe5 Se3 17 4.d3 ±; 

15.. .4x5+ 16 *hl Wxb2 17 Sabi! 
#xbl 18 fxg7 ifb2 19£)e5!!ifxe5 
20 #g3 +-; 15...»c7 16 ®e3 4.b7 
{16...g6 17 c4! b4 18 4.dll4.b7 19 
4.a4 4x6 20 4.xc6 5)xc6 21 Sadi ± 
Zagorovsky-Kaverin, USSR 1961} 


17 4tfg5 4.xe4 18 £xe4 #a7 19 
Wxa7 Sxa7 20 c4 ± Murei-Feldman, 
USSR 1965) 16 We3 4.b7 (D) (best; 
16...£>c6 17 Sabi «xa2 18 Sal #d5 
19 Sadi Wa2 20 Wc3! +-; 16...^ 
17 c3 Wa5 184t)e5 ±) and now White 
can play: 



1) 17 Sadi? (often played, but 
bad) Sxdl! 18 Sxdl 4.xe4 19 Wa7 
(19 #xe4 4x5+ 20 <&>hl Wxf6; 19 
#b6 £)d7) 4.d6 20 Sxd6 0-0 -+. 

2) 17 fxg7? 4.xg7 18 4.d3 4-d4 
19 <&xd4 ®xd4 20 Wxd4 Bxd4 21 
£)f6+ &e7 + Shmit-Kova£evic, USSR 
v Yugoslavia 1961. 

3) 17 &hl 4.xe4 18 l r xe4 gxf6 
19 c4 b4 20 c5 4.xc5? 21 Sabi Wc3 
22 Sb3 f5 23 WaS ± Shabalov-Ta- 
taev, Philadelphia 1991. 

4) 17 c4 4.xe4 18 Wxe4 Wxi6 19 
£)e5 (19 cxb5 4x5+ 20 &hl 0-0) 
4x5+ 20 *hl Sd4 21 We3 Sd5! 22 
#g3 Wxe5 23 cxd5 Wxg3 24 hxg3 
&e7 was roughly level, Simovich- 
Vitolins, Baku 1961. Black might 
also try 18...b4 in this line. 

5) 17 Sabi (a very dangerous 
move) 1 ifxc2 18 £rfg5 and now: 

5a) 18...H6 19 Sbcl ta4 (no bet¬ 
ter is 19...'@ , xa2 20 Wa7 £>c6 21 
Sxc6 4.xc6 22 WbS+ Sd8 23 #c7 
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hxg5 24 ®xc6+ Sd7 25 Wa8+ Sd8 
26 Ji.xb5+) 20 S)xe6 fxe6 21 jLh5+ 
Bf7 22 fxg7 +-. 

5b) 18...g6 (another bad idea) 19 
Hbcl Wxa2 (19...Wa4 20 Slxe6 fxe6 

21 f7+ Sxf7 {21...*d8 22 %5+ 
Se7 23 Sfdl+ i.d5 24 S)c5 +-} 22 
Sid6+ ±xd6 23 Wxe6+ 2e7 24 
2c8+ +-) 20 Wa7 S3c6 212xc6 i.xc6 

22 «b8+ 2d8 23 Wc7 JLc5+ 24 
S)xc5 0-0 25 S)xf7! +-. 

5c) 18...i.xe4 19 S)xe4 ®c7 20 
2bcl Wd8 21 2c2 2c7 22 2dl S)d7 

23 fxg7 i.xg7 24 S)d6+ &e7 25 
S)f5+ *f8 26 #g3 +-. 

5d) 18...2g8 19 2bcl #xa2 (af¬ 
ter 19.. M&4, then 20 S)xe6 as usual) 

20 «Ta7 S)c6 21 2xc6 i.xc6 22 
#b8+ 2d8 23 ®c7 JsLd7 24 Ji.h5 g6 
25 S)d6+ JLxd6 26 #xd6 and mate. 

5e) lS-.lW 19 fxg7 £xg7 20 
S)f6+ (20 S)xe6 fxe6 21 S)g5 ife5 
22 £h5+ &d8 23 lfb6+ &c8, as in 
Parma-Tatai, Athens 1968, and now 

24 Sbcl+ S)c6 25 Sxc6+ &b8 and 

24 S)xe6 Wd4+ win for Black) $Lx f6 

21 Sxf6 with a very dangerous at¬ 
tack, for example 2\..Mc6 22 JLf3 
(22 ttf2 Hg8) #c2 23 Scl #b2 24 
Sxf7! +-. 

6) 17 a4(D) (considered best, but 
see line 6d - note that this position 
can arise from a number of move-or¬ 
ders) and now: 

6a) 17...1 r b4 (Van der Vliet’s 
idea) 18 c4 ^.xe4 19 #xe4 Hfc5+ 20 
&hl b4 21 tT4 (21 S3e5 Sd4 22 
#e3 gxf6 23 Sld3 Wd6 24 Slxb4 Wc5 

25 #xe5 fxe5 + Thierry-Van der 
Hooven, corr 1985) jLd6 (21 ..Mel 

22 S3e5 £d6 23 fxg7 &xe5 24 
gxh8®+ &xh8 25 Wg5 ±xal 26 
%8+ 4>e7 27 'txf7+ 4>d6 28 1T8+ 
Se7 29 Sxal ± Diaz-Vera, Cuban 



Ch 1986) 22 fxg7 Bg8 23 Wh6 ±e5 
(23...Wf5 24 c5 i.xc5 25 Bad 
threatening 26 Sxc5 and 27 Wxh7) 
24 Wfx h7! (this simple move is effec¬ 
tively a refutation) Sxg7 25 #h8+ 
&e7 26 Sadi (or 26 Slxe5 Hxe5 27 
®h4+ {27 Ah5! looks even better} 
%5 28 Wf2 Sc7 29 Sadi SM7 30 
Sd4! ± Am.Rodriguez-Stangl, Biel 
1988) b3 (26...#c6 27 Sgl! Wc7 
28 S)xe5 #xe5 29 i.f.3 Sg5 30 Wc8 
Sxdl 31 Sxdl &f6 32 Wf8! ±) 27 
S)xe5 fflxeS 28 Af3 Sg5 29 Vc8 
Sxdl 30 Sxdl &f6 31 W/b7 and 
White ends up a clear pawn ahead. 

6b) 17...H6 18 axb5 axb5 (there 
is nothing better, e.g. 18...Wxc2 19 
Sfcl Wxe4 20 2c8+ Bd8 21 Sxd8+ 
&xd8 22 Wb6+ <&e8 23 bxa6 +-) 19 
Sabi Wxc2 20 Sxb5 with a winning 
attack. 

6c) 17...£xe4 18 Wxe4 JL c5+ 19 
&hl Vxffi 20 axb5 0-0 21 bxa6 ±. 

6d) 17...b4 and now: 

6dl) 18 c3 &xe4 (18...Wc2 19 
£tfg5 b3 20 Bad «fa2 21 Ac4! g6 
22 &xf7! and now Minic-Rajkovi6, 
Porec 1973, continued 22...#xa4 
{22...Sxf7 23 &xe6+-} 23 ®ed6+ 
Sxd6 24 £>xd6+ <&d7 25 ®xe6+ 
&c7 26 £ixb7 +— while Stean sug¬ 
gests 22.. Jkc5, but then 23 #xc5 
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Axe4 24 2f2 b2 25 £>d6+ 2xd6 26 
f7+ 'id? 27 Wxd6+ ixd6 28 2dl+ 
wins) 19 Wxe4 Ac5+ 20 ihl gxf6 
21 Axa6 (21 2fcl b3 and it is not 
clear how White continues, e.g. 22 
2abl Wa3 23 Axa6 {23 Wc4 ie7!} 
4)xa6 24 Wa8+ 2d8 25 Wc6+ if8 
26 Wxa6 and Black is better) £)xa6 
(21...2g8!?) 22 Wa8+ <4>e7 23 Wxh8 
bxc3 24 Wxh7 c2 ? Ocana-Perez, 
corr 1988. 

6d2) 18 2abl Wxc2 19 fxg7 
Axg7 20 2xb4 virtually forces Black 
to give up his queen by 20...Axe4 
(20...Wc7 21 2c 1 £>c6 22 Wg5 f5 23 
£>f6+ Axf6 24 Wxf6 2f8 25 Wxe6+ 
2e7 26 Wb3 +-) 21 2c 1 0-0 22 
2xc2 Axc2 23 £>e5 with an edge for 
White, although the most likely re¬ 
sult is a draw. 

In conclusion, 12...2a7 cannot be 
recommended: lines 5 and 6 above 
both look very dodgy for Black. It is 
worth mentioning some nuances of 
move-order here. After 12 Wd3 Black 
may play 12...2a7 when 13 £ie4 
We5 14 0-0 (or 14 £tf3 Wxb2 15 0-0 
2d7) 2d7 15 <£tf3 Wxb2 transposes 
to the above lines. The advantage of 
these lines is that 12 0-0 We5 is 
avoided and in the latter case the line 
where Black plays ..Mel instead of 
...Wxb2 is also avoided, as it would 
shut in the rook on a7. The disadvan¬ 
tage is that after 12 #d3, 12...Wxf6 
is permitted. 

Now back to the main line after 
12...We5 (D): 

13 £>f3! 

There are a number of alterna¬ 
tives, of which only line 4 need be 
seriously considered: 

1) 13 fxg7 Axg7 14 £>f3 We3+ 
(14...Wc5+ 15 4>hl Ab7 16 Wd3 0-0 



17 2adl £>c6 18 £>e4 We7 19 £>eg5 
f5 « Belov-Polugaevsky, RSFSR Ch 
1960) 15 ^hl 0-0 16 Wd3 Wxd3 17 
Axd3 2a7 ? Camilleri-Soylu, Zou- 
beri Z 1993. 

2) 13 2el Wxf6 14 Af3 2a7 15 
£>d5 Wd8 and White has nothing, 
e.g. 16 £tf5 Ac5+ 17<4>hl 0-0. 

3) 13Ah5g614Af3 2a715^e4 
2d7 16 c3 Ab7 17 £>g3 Axf3 18 
Wxf3 Ac5 19 4>hl Axd4 20 cxd4 
2xd4 21 2ael Wd5 * V 2 -V 2 Kavalek- 
Polugaevsky, Bugojno 1980. 

4) 13<£>hl2a7(13...gxf614Af3 
{14 Ah5!? is also dangerous} 2a7 
15 2el Wc7 16 £>d5 Wd8 17 Wd2 
and Wf4 with a strong attack) and 
now: 

4a) 14 Wd3 2d7 15 £>f3 Wxf6 16 
We3 Ad6 17 £>e4 Wf4 18 &xd6+ 
Wxd6 19 £>e5 2e7 20 &xf7! 2xf7 
21 2xf7 *xf7 22 2fl+ <&g8 (or 
22...<&e8 23 Wc3! +-) 23 Ah5 g6 
(23...£)d7 24 Af7+ *f8 25 Axe6+ 
£>e8 00 ) 24 Wg5 Wd7? (24...e5! 25 
2f6 Wd5 =) 25 Wf4 We8 26 Wxb8 
gxh5 27 Wg3+ Wg6 28 Wc7 We8 
292dl 1-0 Maumey-Sidhoum, corr 
1982. 

4b) 14 Ad3!? and now: 

4bl) 14...Ab7 15 fxg7 (15 £>f3 
Wh5 16 Ae4 ®d7 17 g4 Wc5 18 
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JLxb7 Sxb7 19 £se4 Wc6 20 fxg7 
±xg7 21 £id6+ < 4’e7 22 £sxb7 Wxb7 

23 Wd2 ± Stodola-Halouzka, corr 
1988)Wxg7(15....&xg7 16£>f5!) 16 
£e4 i.e7 17 £ixe6! fxe6 18 Wh5+ 
&d8 19 Sf7 Wg8 20 We5 £)d7 21 
Wxe6 We8 22 Sdl i.xe4 23 £>xe4 
+- Novotny-Halouzka, corr 1984. 

4b2) 14...Sd7 with two possibili¬ 
ties: 

4b21) 15fxg7Wxg7(15....&xg7 

16 -S3f5!) 16-5^13 i.b7 17 We2 £d6? 
(17...±e7) 18 Sael 0-0 19 £te4 4)c6 
20 £)fg5 <SM4 21 4tf6+! Wxf6 22 
fh5 Wg7 (22...Wh8 23 £xh7+ &g7 

24 Hxe6! +-) 23 i.xh7+ &h8 24 
Sf6! ±d5 25 Befl 1-0 Walczak-Ro- 
galewicz, corr 1993. 

4b22) 15 £if5?! gxf6 (15...g6 16 
&g3 h5 17 Wf3 £b7 18 £e4 h4 19 
-&xb7 hxg3 20 h3 b4 21 £)e2 &d6 22 
Sadi Bh4 ¥ Krakops-Savko, Lat¬ 
vian Ch 1993) 16 Eel Wc5 17 Wh5 
*d8 18 Wh4 iLe7 19 £lxe7 Wxe7 
20 £)e4 f5 21 £>f6 Bd6 ¥ Galicki- 
Miiller, coir 1991. 

4c) 14Wel!?Wxd4(14...Sd7 15 
Axb5 Wxd4 16 Bdl Wa7 (16...Wb6 

17 iixd7+ £lxd7 18 £ld5 Wc5 19 
Bf3 +-) 17 £xd7+ £>xd7 18 £kI5 
g6 19 Wa5 &d6 20 £)e7! +-) 15 
Bdl Wrb6(15...Wc5 16Wg3 gxf6 17 
£le4 +-) 16 £kl5 exd5! (according 
to Lepeshkin, the lines 16...Wc5 17 
b4 Wc6 18 Bf3 Bd7 19 Bc3 Wb7 20 
±f3,16..Mc6 17 Sf3 b4 18 Bf4 and 
16...Wd8 17 fxg7 ±xg7 18 &f6+ 
Wxf6 {18...^.xf6 leads to a fork on 
c3 instead} 19 Bxf6 £xf6 20 Wf2 all 
favour White) 17 £xb5+ &d8 18 
We8+ *c7 19 Wxf7+ £)d7 20 fxg7 
J^.xg7 21 Axd7 (21 Wxg7 is roughly 
equal) Bf8 22 Wxg7 Sxfl+ 23 Bxfl 
jLxd7 ¥• 


5) 13 Jif3 (not dangerous) Sa7 

14 £)c6 (14 Bel Wxf6 15 £>d5 {15 
Ac6+? £)xc6 16 4)xc6 Bd7 17 <53d5 
jLc5+ 18 &hl Wh4! + Ortega-Polu- 
gaevsky, Havana 1962} Wd8 16 b4 
2ic7 17 £)f5 &f6! ¥; 14 £ie4!? Sd7 

15 c3 gxf6 16 Wei f5? 17 £)xf5! 
i.b7 18 £)fg3 &xe4 19 £ixe4 £g7 
20 Wh4 b4 21 Bael ± Caprifichi-Bo- 
sco, corr 1990) <53xc6 (the alternative 
14...Wc5+ 15 &hl is more risky) 15 
±xc6+ Ad7 16 £xd7+ Bxd7 17 
Wf3 i.d6 (17...i.c5+ 18 &hl 0-0 19 
4)e4 ±) and now: 

5a) 18 g3 Wxf6 19 Wa8+ Wd8 20 
Wxa6 b4 21 £le4 0-0 22 Wb5 (22 
£ixd6 Sxd6 23 Wa7 Bd2 24 Bf2 
Bdl+ 25 Bxdl Wxdl+ 26 <&g2 Wd5+ 
27 ^gl e5 ¥ Ripol-Lanz, corr 1992) 
Ae7 + Mariotti-Ribli, Manila 1976. 

5b) 18 Wh3 b4! 19 fxg7 (if Black 
had incautiously checked on move 
17 before playing ...id6, then White 
could play £3d5! here) Bg8 20 £)a4 
Sxg7 ¥ since White’s knight isn’t 
doing anything. 

Returning to the main line after 13 
£)f3 (D): 



13 ... JLc5+ 

The various alternatives are just 
bad: 
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1) 13...#e3+ 14 4>hl gxf 6 15 
£>d5! exd5 16 #xd5 Wa7 (16...Sa7 

17 Sael) 17 £lg5 (after 17 Sadi £e7 

18 5)g5 0-0 there is no obvious con¬ 
tinuation for White) #b7 (17...fxg5 
18 &h5! +-) 18 i.xb5+ axb5 19 
Sfel+ i.e7 20 #xf7+ &d 8 21 Sadl+ 
&d7 22 Wxe7+ *c7 23 ^e 6 + *c 8 
24 £)c5 #c 6 25 £lxd7 £ixd7 26 Se 6 
#b7 21 Sxd7 #xd7 28 #c5+ 4>d8 
29 #b 6 + #c7 30 Sd 6 + &c 8 31 Sc 6 
+- Runowiecki-Muller, corr 1990. 

2) 13..Mc5 +14 &hl £b715 <5M2 
#e5 16 £ide4 £ld7 17 fxg7 #xg7 
18 Sxf7! +- Madsen-Kelstrup, corr 
1981. 

3) 13...#xf6 (too risky) 14 £ie4 
#f4 (14...#e7 15 £te5 #c7 16 £ixf7 
&c5+ 17 &hl 0-0 18 &eg5 #d7 
{18...h6 19 £d3 hxg5 20 £h7+} 19 
&d3 g 6 20 #f3 Sa7 21 #f 6 +- 
S.Salov-Forster, Bad Ragaz 1992) 
15 £tfg5 We3+ 16 &hl Sa7 17 i.h5 
g 6 18 £tf 6 + &e7 19 £>d5+ (or 19 
lhxf7) exd5 20 Sel #xel+ 21 #xel+ 
1-0 Wolff-Pliester, New York 1989. 

U &hl Wxf6 

15 £>e4 Wc7 (D) 



16 £sfg5 

The other possibility is 16 £)e5 f5 
and now: 


1) 17 £.xb5+ axb5 18 £sxc5 0-0 
(18...#xc5 19 #h5+ g 6 20 £sxg 6 
hxg 6 21 #xh 8 + {21 #xg 6 + <&f 8 22 
#f 6 + &g 8 23 Sadi £d7 24 Sd3 
#c7 is a draw} &f7 {21...#f8 22 
#e5 ±d7 23 c3 ±} 22 Sadi £>c 6 23 
#h7+ 4f6 24 #c7 ± Dimitrov-Luft, 
Velden 1993) 19 b4 £>a 6 20 #f3 
5)xc5 21 #xa 8 ^e4 22 #a5 (22 
# 06 !?) #h4 23 &gl and Black is 
struggling to find enough compensa¬ 
tion. 

2) 17 &h5+ g 6 18 £>xg 6 ! (18 
Axg 6 + hxg 6 19 £>xg 6 fixh2+! 20 
&xh2 Wh7+ -+) hxg 6 19 .&xg 6 + 
&f 8 20 £>xc5 2h6 (20...Wxc5? 21 
Wd 8 + *g7 22 %5 +-; 20...<£>g7 21 
£>xe 6 + &xg6 { 21 ....&xe 6 22 ^.xf5 
&xf5 23 2xf5 Wh4 24 #d 6 +-} 22 
£>f4+ &g7 23 2f3 2h4 24 2g3+ 
2g4 25 Wd4+ <£f7 26 2xg4 fxg4 27 
®d5+ +- Denaro-Olsen, corr 1989) 
21 £>xe 6 + &xe 6 22 &xf5 &f7 23 
Wf3 £k 6 (23...2a7 24 2ael #d 6 25 
h3 £>c 6 26 2dl #f 6 V 2 -V 2 Wells- 
Lamford, corr 1989) 24 &e4 £te5 <* 
Diaz-Vera, Havana 1986. 

16 ... f5 

After 16...0-017 £ixf7 Black can 
try; 

1) 17..JLb7 (aiming to liquidate 
to an ending in which Black can 
probably hold the draw) 18 £ixc5 
(18 jkd3!? appears more promising) 
#xc5 19 Wd6 #xd 6 20 £>xd 6 2xfl+ 
21 2xfl &d5 22 £>c 8 &c 6 23 &b 6 
2d8 24 £>xd5 exd5 25 2dl d4 26 a4 
bxa4 27 .&xa 6 Eb 8 28 b3 axb3 V 2 -V 2 
Corkett-Lamford, corr 1989. 

2 ) 17...Exf7 (with an accurate 
follow-up, this seems to be the best 
line) 18 Exf7 &xf7 19 ±h5+ &g 8 
(19...g6 20£ixc5 &g 8 {20...Ea7 21 
£te4 gxh5 22 £id 6 + and £>xc 8 H—} 
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21 ±t3 Sa7 22 b4 £>d7 23 S)xe6 
^xM 24 Wgl! +- Ljubcic-Novijan, 
corr 1989) 20£)xc5 Sa7! (20...SM7 

21 £>xe6 JLbl {21...®xe6 22 i.f3) 

22 Af3 Axf3 23 #xf3 Se8 24 £>d4 
with an extra pawn for White, Be- 
liavsky-Polugaevsky, USSR 1979) 
21 £ie4 Sd7 22 #e2 £ic6 23 c3 ®e5 
= Denaro-Bosco, corr 1990. 

17 £h5+ 

17 b4 ,&xb4 (17...fxe4 18 £ixe4! 
and 19 £h5+ ±) 18 £h5+ g6 19 
£>xh7 sS?f7 20 Sxf5+ exf5 21 <S)eg5+ 
&g8! 22 Wd5+ (22 &xg6 £M7! -+) 
JLe6! 23 #xa8 &g7! +. 

17 ... g6 

18 £>xc5 

18 £lxh7 <$?f7! (not 18...gxh5 19 
£lef6+ *f7 20 Wxh5+ <£>g7 21 Sf3 
£d6 22 «fg5+ *f7 23 5h3 +-) 19 
£)hg5+ &g7 20 £ixc5 «xc5 21 Af3, 
Plaskett-Gallagher, Telford 1982, and 
now Black should continue 21...Sa7 
+• 

18 ... ®xc5 

19 Sel Ba7 20 £>xe6 £xe6 21 
Sxe6+ *f7 22 Sd6 Be8 (22...gxh5 

23 #xh5+ &e7 24 Sadi Wxd6 25 
Sxd6 <&xd6 26 #h6+ picks up a 
rook) 23 Af3 Sae7 24 Wd5+ ®xd5 
25 £xd5+ (White has a microscopic 
advantage because the a6-pawn is 
weak) <J?g7 26 <&gl, Nataf-Leroy, 
France Cht 1993, and now 26...Sd7 
should draw. 

The main line of this variation 
looks drawish. White players should 
investigate either 13 ^hl or 16 
£5 17 jLxb5+ in order to obtain genu¬ 
ine winning chances. 

B) 

12 #d3 (D) 



12 ... WxK 

The currently fashionable move, 
but there are various alternatives. 
However, only line 6 is worth look¬ 
ing at closely: 

1) 12...WH4+ 13 g3 Wxi6 (the 
check is a bad idea for two reasons: 
Black is deprived of the chance to 
check on f4 after 0-0-0 by White, and 
...We5 followed by ...Wxh2 is impos¬ 
sible) 14 Sfl (14 0-0-0 Ba7 15 £>e4 
«fe5 16 £ixb5 Sd7 17 £>bd6+ £xd6 
18 £>xd6+ d?e7 19 £>xc8+ Sxc8 20 
#a3+ *c5 21 Sxd7+ &xd7 22 Sdl+ 
&C7 23 4fd3 i Hector-Zimmer, Ge¬ 
neva 1995) We5 (14...Wg6 15 is 
slightly better for White than the 
corresponding variation in the main 
line) 15 Sdl (after 15 0-0-0 Black 
has checks on the cl-h6 diagonal) 
Sa7 16 £>dxb5 Sd7 17 #c4 Ac5 18 
£}e4 0-0 19 Wxc5 (19 £>xc5 Sxdl+ 
20 &xdl axb5 21 Wxb5 is also good 
for White since Black cannot regain 
his pawn by taking on h2) Sxdl+ 20 
&xdl #xe4 21 £sd6 Wd5+ 22 #xd5 
exd5 23 £>xc8 Sxc8 24 Sf5 Sd8 25 
Af3 ±. 

2) 12...gxf6 (this is also dubious) 
13 £>e4 «e5 (13...Wg6 14 0-0-0 or 
13...#h6 14 ±a Sa7 15 Wc3 Ad7 
16 £ixb5 axb5 17 £>xf6+ and £>g4 
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wins for White) 14 £rf3 ®xb2 15 0-0 
f5 16 £>d6+ (16 £>fg5, Schleiffer- 
Schwibbe, corr 1985, is less con¬ 
vincing after 16...fxe4 17 ^xe4 Sa7) 
Axd6 17 to6 to 18 £>d4 £id7 19 
Af3 Ea7 20 Ac6 ± Matulovic-Er- 
menkov, Sombor 1972. 

3) 12.J£d7 (also bad) 13 to 
Ba7 (13...Sb8 14 £>e4 to 15 Sdl 
+-) 14 £ie4 to 15 &c6 ®xb2 16 
Bdl with decisive threats. 

4) 12..JLd7 13 to #h4+ 14 g3 
#xd4 15 Wxa8 Ad6 16 Sdl to 17 
Sxd6 Wxd6 18 &e4 to 19 fxg7 
Sg8 20 £tf6+ Wxf6 21 #xb8+ to 
22 to +-. 

5) 12...Ab7 (D) and now: 



5a) 13 Af3 Sa7 (13...Axf3 14 
#xf3 Ba7 15 Sd7 16 £ixb8 
to+ 17 £>e4 «xb8 18 0-0 g6 19 
Sadi is very dangerous for Black) 
14 Sdl ®xf6 15 Bfl and White has 
a dangerous attack. 

5b) 13 Sdl (possibly even better 
than 13 Af3) ®xf6 14 Bfl Wg5 
(14...®d8 15 4)cxb5 axb5 16 Wxb5+ 
Wd7 17 £lxe6 and White wins) 15 
£>f3 Axf3 16 Axf3 Ba7 17 £>e4 
to 18 Ah5 Bd7 19 Bxf7 #h4+ 20 
g3 Bxd3 21 gxh4 Be3+ 22 *f2 g6 
23 Bxh7! ±. 


6) 12...Ba7 13 ^e4 (Winge-Emst, 
Swedish Ch 1984 continued 13 Bfl 
Bd7 14 Bdl to! 15 Bf3 and now 

15.. .gxf6 is ? according to Schiiss- 
ler; however Black actually played 

15.. .Ac57! 16 fxg7 Bxd4? and lost 
after 17 #xh7! Bxdl+ 18 &xdl 
Bxh7 19 g8#+ Af8 20 Wxhl +-) 
#e5 14 0-0-0 (White may transpose 
to line A, note to Black’s 12th, by 14 
£>f3 Wxb2 15 0-0 Ed7 16 to; 14 
0-0 will also transpose) Bd7 15 ^c3 
(15 ®g3 gives Black no problems 
after 15...#xg3 16 hxg3 iLb7 17 
Sh4 Axe4 18 fxg7 Axg7 19 Bxe4 or 

15.. .gxf6 16 Wxe5 fxe5 17 £>f6+ 
&e7 18 £)xd7 Axd7, Minic-Fischer, 
Skopje 1967) Ab7 (15...»f4+16 *bl 
Bc7 17 £>xe6 Axe 6 18 fxg7 Bxc3 19 
gxh8W, 15...«xe4 16 #xc8+ Bd8 
17 ®xd8+ *xd8 18 £>xe6+ &c8 19 
Sd8+ *b7 20 Af3 and 15...to 16 
£>xb5 axb5 17 fxg7 Wxc3 18 gxf8W+ 
‘ixfS 19 thxc3 are all very good for 
White) 16 £ixb5 (16 Af3 b4 17 to 
Ad5 18 ®d3 gxf6 and Black de¬ 
fends) ®xc3 (16...Wxe4 17 Wc7! 
winning, Herbrechtsmeier-Potterat, 
Biel 1994) 17 &bxc3 Bxdl+18 Bxdl 
gxf6 19 £)xf6+ &el 20 £>fe4 (20 
£ke4 Ag7 21 Bfl is best met by 

21.. .5.7 22 £>xd7 Axe4 23 £ic5 
Axg2 rather than 21... Axf6 22 £}xf6 
Axg2 23 Bf2 Ah3 24 Ad3 h6 ±) f5 
21 &c5 Ah6+ 22 *bl Axg2 23 
Ac4! (23 5)xa6 £)xa6 24 Axa6 Af4 
or 24...f4 is unclear; in this position 
the central passed pawns supported 
by the two bishops can outweigh any 
material advantage, so White’s first 
task must be to blockade them) e5 
(23...Sc8!?) 24 £>d5+ (24 Ad5 Axd5 
25 £>xd5+ &d6! 26 &b7+ &c6 27 
£>a5+ &b5 28 £ft>3 f4 leads to a very 
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murky position) Axd5 25 Hxd5 Af4 
(25...Ag7 26 4}xa6 is favourable for 
White) 26 h4 Sc8 (26...h5 27 ^d3 is 
±, and 26...Ag3 27 *cl Axh4 28 
2xe5+ d?f6 29 2e6+ is at least ±) 27 
b4 2c6 28 h 5 t Herbrechtsmeier- 
Boll, corr 1984.1 doubt if this ending 
offers White real winning chances, 
so the best line is almost certainly 
one of the options to transpose into 
line A. 

13 2fl (D) 

The only significant alternative is 
13 0-0-0 (other moves are not dan¬ 
gerous, e.g. 13 £te4 We5 or 13 We4 
2a7 14 2fl Wg6 15 Wf4 transposing 
to 13...Wg6 below) and now: 

1) 13...2a7 14 Wg3 stops Black 
re-centralising his queen; Schubert- 
Arnold, W.Germany 1976 continued 
14...e5 15 2hfl Wh6+ 16 *bl Ad6 
17 £)dxb5! axb5 18 £>xb5 2d7 19 
£}xd6+ 2xd6 20 Wxe5+ and White 
wins. 

2) 13...Ae7! 14 2hfl Wh6+ 15 
*bl 0-0 16 Wg3 (16 Af3 2a7 +) 
Wg5! 17 Wei 2a7 (17...Ab7!?) 18 
£tf3, Hector-Polugaevsky, Haninge 
1990, and now 18...Wc5 19 £ie4 
Wc7 favours Black. 



13 ... We5 


The odd-looking move 13...Wg5 
has been played a couple of times: 14 
<£e4 (14 2dl JkM 15 2xf7 &xf7 16 
Wf3+ &e7 17 Wxa8 Ad7 18 We4 
Axc3+ 19 bxc3 2f8 V 2 -V 2 Mathes- 
Albrecht, corr 1988) We5 15 2dl 
Ab4+ 16 c3 Ae7 17 £tf3 Wc7 18 
£>eg5 Af6 19 <&xh7 &d7 = Gufeld- 
Bronstein, Vilnius Z 1975. However, 

15 0-0-0 seems better; then Bron- 
stein gives 15...2a7, but this loses to 

16 £}xb5. 

The main alternative is 13...Wg6 
and now: 

1) 14 Wf3 2a7 leading to the 
variations: 

la) 15 Wf4 £>d7 16 £>c6 e5 
(16...2b7 17 Ad3 (17 2dl!?ismore 
dangerous) Wh5 18 g4 Wh4+ 19 
2£2 £>f6 20 0-0-0 ic5 21^e4 £>xe4 
22 Axe4 0-0 ? Guseinov-Yuferov, 
USSR 1975) 17 £>xe5 £ixe5 18 
Wxe5+ We6 and after 19 Wxe6+ or 
19 Wg3, Nunn-Gallagher, London 
1979, Black is at least equal. 

lb) 15 2dl (15 £>c6 Ab7 16 Ad3 
Axc6 17 We3 Wh5 18 Wxa7 Ad6 
and Black can be happy) 2d7 (not 
15...Ab4?! 16£)c6£}xc6 17 Wxc6+ 
Ad7 18 Wb6 2a8 19 2xd7! with a 
tremendous attack) 16 Wa8 Ad6 17 
£idxb5 axb5 (or 17..JLxh2) 18 2xd6 
2xd6 19 Wxb8 2d8 is fine for Black. 

lc) 15 0-0-0 Ae7 16 *bl 0-0 

17 Ad3 Wh6 18 Wg3 Ad7 19 Ae4 
Wg5?! (19...Af6 f) Orzechowski- 
Mliller, corr 1992, and now White 
could have kept the balance with the 
unlikely-looking combination 20 
2xf7 &xf7 21 2fl+. 

2) 14 We3 Ac5 15 Af3 2a7 16 
*he4 Ab4+ (this induces a slight 
weakening of White’s position; in¬ 
stead 16...2c7 17 Wf4 Ab618 £>d6+ 
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4?e7 19 2d 1 gives White a very strong 
attack, e.g. 19...2d8 20 ±e4 f5 21 
JLxf5! Wf 6 22 £ixc8+ 2cxc8 23 
£lxe 6 ±) 17 c3 JLe7 18 £lxe 6 (18 
£sxb5 2d7)#xe6(18...2d7 19&h5) 
19 #xa7 £sc 6 20 ®c7 f5 21 0-0-0 
fxe4 22 2fel! (22 &h5+ g 6 23 i.g4 
Wxg4 24 #xc 6 + i.d7 25 2xd7 #xd7 
26 1^8+ Wd 8 27 # 06 + #d7 28 
#a 8 + V 2 -V 2 Matulovic-Polugaevsky, 
Belgrade 1974) 0-0 (22...#h6+ 23 
4?bl jLf5 24 jLxe4 .&xe4+ 25 2xe4 
0-0 26 2xe7 -Slxe7 27 #xe7 #xh 2 
28 #e 6 + &h 8 29 ttxa 6 #xg2 30 
WxbS and here White has winning 
chances) 23 ,&xe4 jLg5+ (23...®h6+ 

24 &bl jLg4 25 ±xc 6 i.xdl 26 
JLd5+ 1-0 was Matulovic-Bohm- 
feldt, Dortmund 1977) 24 ^bl 4le7 

25 jtxh7+ ^>xh7 26 2xe6 .&xc 6 and 
in my view White is substantially 
better. 

3) 14 Wh3 2a7 15 &h5 #g5 (af¬ 
ter 15...Wh6, 16 £le4 covers d2 so 
that 16...2d7 may be answered by 17 
4lxe6) 16 4)e4 Wc5 17 0-0-0 £.b4 
(17...#xe4 18 Wc3l +-) 18 #h4 0-0 
(18...2d7 19 2xf7 2x17 20 £)xe 6 
+-) 19 £lf3 i.e7 20 J&.xf7+ st?h 8 
(20...2xf7 21 ®xe5 £xh4 22 2xf7 
2xf7 23 -SM7 &xf7 24 £sd 6 +) 21 
®xh7+ ^xh7 22 £lxe5 and White is 
winning, Jansson-Akesson, Sweden 
1981. 

After 13...#e5 (D) there are three 
moves: 

Bl: 14 0-0-0 
B2: 14 2dl 
B3: 14 £if3 

Bl is weak, B2 is the main line 
and B3 is infrequently played, but 
may offer White good chances. 



Bl) 

14 0-0-0 2a7 

This is almost universally played: 

1) 14...jk.c5 (this looks risky, but 
there is no definite refutation) 15 
£>xe 6 #e3+ 16 2d2 (16 &bl #xd3 
17 £>c7+ &d 8 18 £ka 8 ®xdl+ 19 
2xdl 5M7 20 £)e4 &a7 21 5M6 
&e7 22 £>c7 £>b 8 ! =) Wxd3 17 £>c7+ 
&d 8 18 2xd3+ &xc7 19 2xf7+ 
<SM7 20 &g4 2f8! 21 2xg7 2fl+ 22 
£>dl &d 6 «. 

2) 14...Ae7 15 #f3 (other moves 
are less clear, e.g. 15 iLf3 2a7 16 
4)c6 £lxc6 17 iLxc6+ ^fS or 15 
2xf7 <4>xf7 16 Wf3+ £.f6 17 #xa8 
2d8) £g5+ 16 &bl 2a7 17 £idxb5 
axb5 18 jLxb5+ &f8 19 2d7 2xd7 
20 i.xd7 &e7 21 Axc8 2xc8 22 
«fxf7+ *d6 23 #b7 2xc3 24 2dl+ 
^c5 25 a4 +-. 

15 

15 ff3 Ac5,15 4lxe6 2d7 16£ld4 
±c5 and 15 £sdxb5 Sd7 16 Vc4 
&c5 are at least equal for Black. 

15 ... »f4+ 

Note that this check is another 
reason why Black should not preface 
...#xf 6 by ... 1 B r h4+. The alternative 
15...*c7 16 £se5 Ae7 (16...f5?! 17 
iLh5+ g 6 18 <53xg6 hxg 6 19 Axg 6 + 
&e7 20 2xf5 +-) 17 £>xf7 0-0 18 
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©d6 2d8 19©ce4 ©c6 20 #f3 ©e5 
21 We3 is better for White - Poluga¬ 
evsky. 

16 ©d2 (D) 

16 l^bl 2d7 is clearly fine for 
Black. 



16 ... #c7 

Black already has a draw by 

16...We5 17 ©f3 Wf4+ but 16...®d6 
is very risky, e.g. 17 #f3 Wc6 18 
©de4 b4 19®f2! 2d7 20 2xd7 ©xd7 
21 1 @ r xf7+ &d8 22 ©g5 with a clear 
plus for White, Ljubojevic-Mecking, 
Las Palmas 1975. 

17 kh5 g6 

18 Wd4 e5 

19 Wf2 

Or 19 tte3 (19 2del Ae6! 20 
2xe5 Ag7) &e6 (19...Ac5 20 ®h6 
A.f8 looks like another draw) 20 
©de4 Ae7 21 A.g4! f5 22 Axf5 gxf5 
23 Wh6 (Marie) and now Van der 
Vliet gives 23...®c6, e.g. 24 ©d6+ 
Axd6 25 Wxe6+ ktl 26 ®xf5 ©d7 
and White still has to prove his at¬ 
tack. This does seem a better chance 
than 19 ®f2, however. 

19 ... kc5 

20 Wf6 0-0 21 ©d5 Ae7! 22 Wf3 
A.b7 23 ©xe7+ #xe7 24 ®f2 i-d5 
25 Af3 ±xa2 26 ©e4 2c7 27 #b6 


2fc8 28 ©f6+? ®xf6 0-1 Gheor- 
ghiu-Ljubojevi6, Amsterdam 1975. 
Thus 14 0-0-0 is a draw at best. 


B2) 

14 2dl (D) 



This aims to avoid the check on f4 
which saved Black in the previous 
line, but White’s king gets stuck in 
the middle of the board. 

14 ... 2a7 

Or: 

1) U..Mcl 15 A.h5 g6 16 Af3 
2a7 17 © c6 ©xc6 18 Axc6+ Ad7, 
Beliavsky-Polugaevsky, Moscow 
1981,19 A.xd7+ Wxdl 20 We3! +-. 

2) 14...±b4 15 ©xe6 Ae7 16 
Wd5! Wxe 6 (16...Wxd5 17 ©xd5 
&b4+ 18 c3 Axe6 19 ©c7+ *e7 20 
©xa8 Aa5 21 b4 kd8 22 Af3 Axa2 
23 &f2 is also good for White) 17 
1^X38 ©c6 18 ©d5, Klinger-Vera, 
Havana 1985 and Black has insuffi¬ 
cient compensation for the sacrificed 
exchange. 

3) 14...±e7? 15 Wf3 +-. 

4) 14...Ab7? 15 ©c6 +-. 

15 ©13 

15 ©dxb5 Sd7 16 Wc4 and now: 

1) 16...A.C5 17 ©e4 0-0 18 Wxc5 
(18 ©xc5 Sxdl-i-19 'S’xdl axb5 20 
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®xb5 is no good with the pawn on 
g2 since Black may simply reply 

20.. .®xh2) ®xe4 19 £>d6 ®h4+ 
(once again Black benefits from hav¬ 
ing the pawn on g2) 20 g3 ®e7 21 
Sf4 Ab7 22 &xb7 Bxdl+ 23 <&xdl 
®xb7 T. 

2) 16...<&d8? 17 £>d4 Ad6 18 
^f3! ®a5 was played in Wolff-Polu- 
gaevsky, Groningen 1993, and now 
19 ®g4! f5 20 ®g5+ &c7 21 2xd6! 
^xdb 22 ®g3+ e5 23 £}d2! gives 
White a distinct advantage. 

3) 16...£b7 17 2xd7 axb5 18 Wc7 
*hxdl 19 ®xb7 b4 °o Krcvnik-Janjic, 
corr 1983. 

15 ... ®c7 

16 £>g5 

Better than 16 £te5 .&e7 17 £ixf7 
®xh2 (17...0-0 18 £>d6 Bxfl+ 19 
i’xfl .£Ld7 20 £ice4 £>c6 =, Ljuboje- 
vic-Polugaevsky, Hilversum 1973, is 
a safe line) 18 g3 (18 £>xh8 jkh4+ 19 
<£?d2 2d7) 0-0 (18...2d7 19 ®f3! 
&b7 20 ®g4 0-0 21 2xd7 &xd7 22 
®xe6 ®xg3+ 23 <&dl £>f6 24 &h6+ 
&h8 25 ®xe7 wins) 19 <&e5 (19 ®f3 
Ab7 20 ®e3 2xf7! and Black has 
more than sufficient compensation 
for the exchange according to Ljubo- 
jevic) 2xfl+ (19...£f6 20 &g4 ®g2 

may be best) 20 ^.xfl and Black 
has more problems than might ap¬ 
pear at first sight, for example 

20.. .®gl 21 ®f3 £f6 22 &e4 £>d7 
23 £ixf6+ gxf6 24 thc6 ± Becker- 
Thinius, corr 1989 or 20...£ki7 21 
thc6 Ac5 22 2d2 ®gl (22...®h5 23 
£ixa7 Axa7 24 ®d6 ± Van der Kleij- 
Schellingerhout, corr 1988) 23 ^xa7 
Axa7 24 £ie4 h6 25 ®c3 £>f8 26 
£>d6 Ad7 27 ®f3 ± Roselli-Bou- 
aziz, Dubai OL 1986. 

16 ... f5 


Or: 

1) 16...®b6 and now White has a 
choice of promising lines: 

la) 17 Ah5 g6 18 £>ce4 £e7 
(18...gxh5 19 £tf6+ &e7 20 £>xf7! 
^d7 21 ®c3! +—) 19 2xf7 (19 £xf7 
0-0 20 jLxg6 has been played in a 
number of postal games but, amaz¬ 
ingly, I have yet to find a win against 

20...hxg6) iLb4+ 20 c3 Bxf7 21 £xf7 
®gl+ (21...*xf7 22 cxb4 gxh5 23 
®f3+ wins) 22 &d2 ®xg2+ 23 Ae2 
^xf7 24 cxb4 and White’s attack on 
the dark squares should be decisive. 

lb) 17 &ce4 i.b4+ 18 c3 £e7 19 
£ixf7 0-0 20 &h6+! gxh6 (20...*h8 
21 2xf8+ Axf8 22 ®f3 ±e7 23 
2d8+!) 21 ®g3+ &h8 22 ®e5+ 
<£g8 23 2xf8+ Axf8 24 4if6+ &h8 
25 Qsdl+ &g7 26 ®xg7+ &xg7 27 
£)xb6 &.bl 28 *hdl with a near-deci¬ 
sive endgame advantage for White. 

2) 16.. JLe7 (this also appears du¬ 
bious) 17 Bxf7 £>c6 (17...Wxh2 18 
2xe7+! &xe7 19 ®e3 ±; 17...®e5 
18£tf3 ±) 18 2xg7(18^ce4^e5? 
19 2xe7+! Andraca-Azpiri Med¬ 
ina, corr 1993) Wxh2 19 2xh7 £ie5, 
Ostos-Verduga, Caracas 1982, 20 
Bxe7+! <S?xe7 21 ®d6+ *f6 22 
£ice4+ <&g6 23 ^xe6 +-. 

17 ®d4 1(D) 
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Now there is a further split: 

B21: 17...h5 
B22: 17.. Jte7! 

17.. .e5!? is a suggestion which 
has not been played in practice; the 
idea is 18 Wd5 Jkb4 or 18 ®h4 g6 19 
$Sd5 ®g7, but the whole concept 
looks dreadful for Black. 

17.. .2g8 looks even worse, and 
sure enough 18 2xf5 Ae7 (18...exf5 
19 &d5 Wa5+ 20 *fl ^c6 21 Wf6\ 
is a nice win) 19 2f7 ^c5 20 2xe7+ 
Wxe7 21 £ice4 was 1-0 in Maeder- 
Czaya, corr 1978. 

B21) 

17... h5 

It seems incredible that Black, 
who is only a pawn up, can defend 
after making so many concessions. 
Nevertheless Tal was unable to find a 
convincing line against Polugaev¬ 
sky in their 1980 Candidates match. 
However, with correct play the posi¬ 
tion does indeed seem to favour 
White. 

18 2xf5 

Lepeshkin prefers the preparatory 
18 a4 with the lines: 

1) 18...b4 19 &b5+ axb5 (any¬ 
thing to d7 leaves e6 hanging) 20 
£>xb5 We7 21 £>xa7 Aa6 22 We5 
Wxa7 23 £ixe6 with a winning at¬ 
tack. 

2) 18...bxa4 19 2xf5 exf5 20 
and it is claimed that the avail¬ 
ability of c4 for the bishop improves 
White’s attacking chances. How¬ 
ever, this claim has not been tested in 
practice. 

3) 18...£to6 (the only response 
that has received a practical test) 19 
tth4 We5 (19...±b4 20 2f3 We5 21 


axb5 axb5 22 *fl &xc3 23 2xc3 2a4 
24 #f2 Ad7 25 ®f3 26 »c5 

Wal 27 #xa7 1-0 Pichler-Poppe, 
corr 1986) 20 axb5 axb5 21 £lxb5 
2b7? (21...2d7 22 Wc4 ±) 22 Wc4! 
Ad7 23 2xd7 &xd7 24 £if7 +- 
A.Rodriguez-Vera, Havana 1982. 

18 ... exf5 

19 £>d5 Wd7 (D) 

19...Wa5+ and now White may 

play 20 c3 or 20 sfefl, e.g. 20 ^fl 
£>c6 21 £>f6+ (21 We3+ £e7 22 
£>e6 *f7 or 21 Wh4 £e7) gxf6 22 
Wxf6 Sg7 (or else ®g6+) 23 Wxc6+ 
Ad7 24 Sxd7 2xd7 25 Wg6+ &d8 

26 Wf6+ <&c8 27 #xh8 Wd8 28 
#xh5 with some advantage for 
White. It is hard to see why c3 is bet¬ 
ter than sfefl, but nevertheless Van 
der Wiel-Grooten, Dutch Ch 1980, 
went 20 c3 &d67! 21 £>f6+ gxf6 22 
®xf6 He7 23 2xd6 2g8 24 &fl 
Ad7 25 £xh5+ &d8 26 £>e6+ &c8 

27 #xe7 #xa2 28 2xd7 £>xd7 29 
®d6 1-0. 



20 2d3! 

Taulbut originally pointed out the 
strength of this move. The alterna¬ 
tives are unconvincing: 

1) 20 #h4 &e7 21 <&fl (21 £>f4 
J.xg5 22 Wxg5 #e7 or 21 Axh5+ 
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&f 8 22 £>f4 ife 8 !) Axg5 22 i.xh5+ 
&f 8 23 Wxg5 Sxh5?! (23...Wd6! is 
good according to Taulbut) 24 #xh5 
»f7 25 #h 8 + #g 8 26 #h4 *f7 
(26...£>c6! 27 £)b4 i.d7 28 £>xc 6 
i.xc 6 29 Sd 8 + i.e 8 +) 27 Wh5+ g 6 
28 Wh4 Wg7 29 Kd 8 ±e 6 30 Wxb 8 
Sd7 31 c4? (31 £ic3 is just slightly 
better for Black) bxc4? (31.. .®xb2! 
+) 32 ^c3 Sxdl+ 33 £)xdl Wd4 34 
<53c3 Wd3+ 35 *f2 ®d4+ 36 *fl 
Wd3+ V 2 -V 2 Tal-Polugaevsky, Alma 
AtaCt(4) 1980. 

2) 20 We5+ i.e7 21 £sc3 0-0 22 
Sxd7 Sxd7 23 We 6 + &h 8 24 Wg 6 
.&xg5 25 Wxg5 gave White the supe¬ 
rior ending in Falkowski-Rauhut, 
corr 1984, but 21...# 06 ! is critical. 

20 ... 2h6 

Or: 

1) 20...£>c6 (20...f4? loses to 21 
«fe4+ iLe7 22 Wg 6 +) 21 He3+ £)e7 
(21...*d8 22 ®b 6 + or 21...J.e7 22 
ffxg7) 22 £>f 6 +! gxf 6 23 ®xf 6 with 
a winning attack, e.g. 23...5g8 24 
i.xh5+ &d 8 25 #b 6 + ®c7 26 Ed3+ 
£ki5 27 #f 6 +. 

2) 20...2h7 21 2e3+ 4>d8 22 
4ie6+ #xe 6 23 2xe6 Axe 6 24 £)f4+ 
jk.d7 and now Taulbut gives 25 £3g6 
but 25 iLf3! is winning, e.g. 25...Ec7 

26 S)e 6 + &c 8 27 £>xc7 *xc7 28 
Wa7+ or 25...*c8 26 i.xb7+ &xb7 

27 £>g 6 . 

21 2e3+ *d8 

22 Hi4! 

winning, e.g. 22...®xd5 23 £)e 6 + 
&e 8 24 4)c7+ &f7 25 S)xd5 +- Van 
de Drift-Sprinkhuizen, corr 1986. 

B22) 

17 ... We7! (D) 

Hodgson discovered this remark¬ 
able resource. Black moves his queen 


yet again, but general principW 
mean nothing in such a positiOl 
Polugaevsky himself adopted thi 
move in the 1985 Biel Interzonal. 



18 &h5+ 

Or: 

1) 18 <5)ge4 h5 (not 18...fxe4? 19 
Ah5+ g 6 20 ®xh 8 gxh5 21 2xf8+ 
+-) 19 <S)d6+ ®xd 6 20 HTxa7 #e3 
(20...Wxh2 was played in Van del 
Wiel-Hodgson, Ostend 1983, when 
21 2d3! £>c 6 {21...i.e7 22 g3 £>d7 
23 ®a 8 and 21...Ad7 22 2h3 #eJ 
23 2e3 &c5 24 Exe5 Axa7 25 2fxf3 
are very good for White) 22 WbC 
would have caused Black problems) 
21 Wd4 (21 Ed3 Jk.c5 is assessed as 
unclear by Polugaevsky) <53d7! and 
now: 

la) 22#xe5£>xe5 23&d2(White 
should play a4 at some stage since 
otherwise he cannot do anything 
with his queenside pawn majority) 
±d 6 24 *cl &e7 25 Efel £.d7 2( 
jk.fl 2c8 27 ibl g5 + A.Rodriguez- 
Polugaevsky, Biel IZ 1985. 

lb) 22 a4 b4 23 £>a2 Ac5 24 
Wxe5 £sxe5 25 c3 bxc3 26 b4 Ael 
27 2c 1 Ab7 28 2xc3 &d7 29 
Ad5 30 Ec2 oo Pichler-Grahl, con 
1987. 
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2) 18 h4 (an odd move) h5 19 
SxfS exf5 20 £\d5 £>c6 21 Wb6 (21 
$)xe7 £>xd4 22 £sxc8 Sd7 -+) Wd6 
(21 ..Mb! 22 ®e3+ £e7 is possible) 
22 JLf3, Minquell-Martin Gonzalez, 
llarcelona 1984, 22...2d7 — 1 -. 

18 ... g6 

19 ®xh8 #xg5 

20 £f3 (D) 



One of the critical positions for 
(he assessment of the whole Poluga¬ 
evsky. 

20 ... Sg7 

The main alternative is 20...£)d7 
(20...b4 21 £te2 We7 22 We5 Sc7 23 
Sd2 Ag7 24 #a5 #c5 25 Wxc5 
Bxc5 = Van Kempen-Freeman, con- 
1991) and now: 

1) 21 Sf2 #h6? (21...£>f6! 22 
jLc6+ *f7 23 Sd8 Ah6! 24 Bxc8 
We3+ 25 &fl Wcl+ 26 &e2 ttd2+ 
=) 22 Bd6! £lb6 (22...*f7 23 Sxe6! 
0?xe6 24 Be2+ *d6 25 #d4+ *c7 
26 #xa7+ <&d8 27 #e3 +-) 23 2e2 
£ic4 24 fT6! $Le7 25 J.c6+ £d7 
26 2dxe6 1-0 Hellers-Polugaevsky, 
Haninge 1989. 

2) 21 tti4 2c7 22 a3 ®h6 23 
Bd2 #xh2 24 &d 1 #e5 25 Wh4 h5 
26 Bel Wf6 27 Wg3 &d8 ? Castel- 
franchi-Leroy, Budapest 1994. 


3) 21 #xh7 looks best. After 

21.. .#e3+ 22 £se2 <S)e5 23 #h4, in¬ 
tending ®f4 or Wd4, Black must still 
justify his sacrifice. 

21 2f2 b4 

22 2fd2 

White has a promising alternative 
in 22 £se2 £sd7 23 £ld4 <S)f6 and 
now Hellers gives 24 £3c6 jkd7 25 
Be2 Bg8 26 Bxe6+ £xe6 27 Bd8+ 
r &‘f7 28 5}e5+ with a draw, but 24 
Be2! appears very strong, for exam¬ 
ple 24...Bg8 25 5)xe6 JLxe6 26 
Bxe6+ &e7 27 2xf6! +-. 

22 ... £d7 

23 £>e2 

The position is very unclear, but 
the general impression is that White 
has the advantage, for example: 

1) 23...e5 24 Bd5 We7 (24...e4 
25 Se5+ *f7 26 ilxe4 Wh4+ 27 g3 
#xh2 28 £d5+ +-) 25 $3cl e4 26 
£e2 f4!? 27 Bld4 (27 *fl!? f3 28 
gxf3 ith3+ 29 *f2 '@ r h4+ 30<4>gl ±) 
f3 28 gxl'3 exf3 29 Bf4 5)c6 (not 

29.. .fxe2 30 Be5 +-) 30 Bxf3 Af5 
31 *dl (31 ?3d3!)iLe4 32Be3i.xd5 
33 Sxe7+ &xe7 34 ©d3 Ag8! 35 b3 
a5 36 &d2 g5! 37 &e3? &f6 38 &f3 
£se7 39 Ae4 £>f5+! 40 &d2 £>h6 
41 jLd5 &e7 V 2 -V 2 Rittner-Boll, con 
1990. 

2) 23...#d8 24 Qf4 !T6 25 Be2 

e5 26 Wd6 27 c3!? e4 28 &xe4 

fxe4 29 2xe4+ 4T7 30 g4 £xg4 31 
Bxg4 We6+ 32 &d2 Wxd5+ 33 *cl 
Wf5 34 Bggl 3ic5 35 Bgel 2g8 36 
Wxh7+ Sg7 37 #h8 Bg8 38 Wh7+ 
Bg7 39 Wh4 53d7 40 #c4+ *f8 41 
cxb4 1-0 Koch-Gallagher, Lyon 
1993. 

B3) 


14 £sf3(D) 



262 Polugaevsky: Others 


This attempts to combine the best 
features of lines B1 and B2. In view 
of Black’s counterplay against the 
king on el in the last line. White 
once again aims to castle queenside, 
but only after depriving Black of the 
check on f4 as in line B1. The ques¬ 
tion is whether this compensates for 
the tempo Black saves by missing 
out ...2a7. 



14 ... Wd6 

This prevents castling, at the cost 
of another tempo after a later Edl. 
Other moves: 

1) 14...WG7 15 £>g5 f5 16 We3 
(16 Wd4 h5 17 0-0-0 also appears 
promising; it is similar to line B2 but 
with the white king better placed) 
We7 17 0-0-0 g6 18 £>ge4!? Wa7! 19 
Kg5 &e7 20 Wh6 Af8 21 <SM6+ (21 
#g5 is a draw) Axd6 22 2xd6 We7 
23 Efdl Ea7, Labuz-Rogalewicz, 
corr 1993, and now 24 Ed8+ #xd8 
25 Exd8+ &xd8 26 Wh4+ followed 
by 27 Wd4 wins immediately. 

2) 14...#c5 15 0-0-0 1x7 16 &e4 
Wc7 17 £tfg5 f5 18 ®h3! g6 (or 
18...1xg5+ 19 £>xg5 g6 20 #e3 #e7 


21 lf3 2a7 22 Efel 0-0 23 £>xe6 ± 
Gusev-Yuferov, Tallinn 1976) If 
£>xh7 We5 (19...fxe4 20 #h6 Bg8 

21 lh5! ±) 20 Wh6 2g8 21 lh5 Vg7 

22 lxg6+ Wxg6 23 £M6+ *f7 24 
£}xg8 ®xg8 25 £id6+ lxd6 26 
2xd6 ±. 

15 #e4 

15 #e3!? (a logical and notewor-' 
thy move, keeping e4 clear for the’ 
knight and preventing ...2a7) 5)d7* 

16 £ig5 £rf6 17 lh5 £>xh5 18 £>xf7 
Wxh2 19 0-0-0 le7 20 &xh8 #xg2 
21 fan ld7 22 £>e4 £>f6 23 £>fd6+ 
*f8 24 Egl Wh2 25 Wg5 1-0 Van 
Buuren-Boll, corr 1980. 

15 ... 2a7 

After 15...Wc6 16 Wf4 the con¬ 
tinuations 16...1d6 17 £>e5, 16...f6 

17 £>e5! and 16...#d6 17 £>e5 f6 18 
lh5+ &e7 19 Edl are all very good 
for White. 

16 Edl 

and now: 

1) 16...Wc6 17 »f4 ®c7 18 <&e5 
ld6 19 ®xf7+ Wxf7 20 £>xf7 Bxf7 
21 Exd6 leads to a slight advantage 
for White. 

2) 16...#c5!? 17 £ie5 (17 Ed5 
Wb4; 17 Wf4!?) Id6 18 £>d3 Wb6 
19 £if4 0-0 is good for Black, Pan- 
taleoni-Ricci, corr 1991. 

3) 16...Wb4 17 We3 Ed7 18 £>e5 
lc5 19 Wg3 0-0 20 £>d3 Exd3 21 
lxd3 £k!7 22 Sf4 Wxb2 23 lxh7+ 
< 4 > xh7 24 Sh4+ <&g8 25 Sg4 g6 26 
Exg6+ fxg6 27 Wxg6+ drawing, 
Watson-Hodgson, Reykjavik 1989. 

14 £tf3 has few practical tests, but 
it appears promising. 
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In this and the following chapter 
Black delays, or omits entirely, the 
move ..JLe7, preferring instead to 
develop his queenside play with a 
quick ...b5, while restraining White’s 
e4-e5. The next chapter deals with 
7...£ibd7 and we consider here only 
those lines which do not quickly 
transpose to chapter 14. 

In many ways, 7...®c7 is a logical 
move. If Black does not want to ven¬ 
ture into the Polugaevsky Variation, 
then he must prevent e4-e5 before 
pushing his b-pawn. Since ..Mcl is 
a move Black will almost certainly 
play sooner of later, it is an efficient 
way of preparing the queenside ad¬ 
vance. Despite this, it is not a very 
popular move. Many players have a 
vague feeling that it looks a little du¬ 
bious, but the concrete analysis be¬ 
low shows that it is not easy for 
White to put his finger on a specific 
defect. 

1 e4 c5 2 £>f3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £>xd4 
£>f6 5 £>c3 a6 6 Ag5 e6 7 f4 Wcl 

(D) 

White has three major lines: 

A: 8 &xf6 
B: 8 «ff3 
C: 8 Ad3 

A is relatively harmless, giving 
White at most an edge, while C is al¬ 
most untested. B is the critical line 
and it is because of variation B1 that 



7...Wc7 has declined. However, this 
perception is probably not valid. 

Other moves: 

1) 8f5&e7(8...£>c6 9fxe6fxe6 
10 £>xc6 bxc6 11 Ae2 £e7 12 e5 
dxe5 13 £h5+ g6 14 Axf6 Axf6 15 
0-0 « VitolinS-Kengis, Latvian Ch 
1975) 9 Wd3!7 (9 fxe6 fxe6 10 g3 
{10 Ae2 0-0 11 Ag4 £>xg4 12 Wxg4 
e5 13 £>f5 £xf5 14 exf5 Axg5 15 
Wxg 5 £>c6 = VitolinS-Gutman, USSR 
1975} £>c6 11 ±h3 #a5! 12 £>xc6 
bxc6 13 Wd2 Bb8 14 Bbl h6 15 £e3 
0-0 16 0-0 ®h5 = Matulovi6-Tuk- 
makov, Titograd 1982) £ic6 10 0-0-0 
£>xd4 11 Wxd4 (now the position 
resembles a Richter-Rauzer) JLd7 
12 £c4 b5 13 fxe6 fxe6 14 ±b3 
Wc5 15 Axf6 gxf6 16 #d3 #g5+ 17 
*bl h5? 18 e5! d5 19 £>xd5! +- 
Niedermaier-Degenhardt, Bundes- 
liga 1991. 

2) 8 ®e2 (this has become more 
popular recently) £>c6 (8...£ibd7 is 
chapter 14; 8...&e7 9 0-0-0 b5 10 e5 
dxe5 11 fxe5 5^d5 12 Jixel £>xc3 13 
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#g4 #xe5 ®; 8...b5 9 e5 b4? {Black 
should prefer 9...dxe5 10 fxe5 £sfd7, 
which leads to chapter 11)10 exf6 
{10 £>cb5! axb5 11 exf6 is simple 
and strong) bxc3 11 0-0-0 #b6 12 b3 
«a5 13 Sd3 #xa2 14 Sxc3 ± Tuk- 
makov-Rashkovsky, USSR 1966) 9 
0-0-0 (D) and now: 



2a) 9...£lxd4 10 2xd4 Ae7 (if 
10...b5, then 11 g3 ±) and now: 

2al) 11 Ah4!? 0-0 12 e5 dxe5 13 
fxe5 4ld5 14 £)xd5 exd5 15 jLxe7 
#xe7 16 #e3 He8! 17 Kxd5 Ae6 «. 

2a2) 11 #d3 0-0 12 ±xf6 £xf6 

13 2xd6 Ae7! ?. 

2a3) Hg3iLd7!(ll...b5?12i.g2 
&b7 13 2hdl 0-0 14 &xf6 gxf6 ±) 
12 Ag2 h6 (12_fiLc6!? 13 2hdl h6 

14 jLxf6.fi. xf6 15 e5 dxe5 16 jLxc6+ 
bxc6 17 2d7 #a5 18 £>e4 #xa2! 19 
#h5 0-0 20 £ixf6+ gxf6 «) 13 Ah4 
jLc6 and now: 

2a31) 14 2c4#b6 15 a3 (15 e5 
jLxg2 16 #xg2 dxe5 17 fxe5 4)d5 
18 Axe7 {18 <&xd5 exd5 19 #xd5 
2d8! +} ®xe7 19 #e4 £sc6 20®a4 
#c7 21 £)c5 #xe5 22 £>xb7 #xe4 
23 £>d6+ &e7 24 4)xe4 2hc8 V 2 -V 2 
Luther-Sadler, Altensteig 1992) 2d8 
(15...0-0 16 e5 Axg2 17 #xg2 dxe5 
18 fxe5 #e3+ 19 <&bl #xe5 20 


#xb7 2fe8 ?) 16 fi.f3 0-0 17 2fl 
2d7 18 e5 ,fixf3 19 #xf3 dxe5 20 
fxe5 5)d5 21 £sxd5 exd5 22 Axel 
dxc4 23 £.xf8 *xf8 24 #15 #b5 25 
e6 #xf5 26 2xf5 2e7 27 exf7 2xf7 
with equality, Liuboievi6-Xu, Novi 
Sad OL 1990. 

2a32) 14 f5 0-0 15 2hdl b5!, Lju- 
bojevic-Kasparov, Belgrade 1989, 
and now Kasparov and Dvorkovifi 
give 16 fxe6 fxe6 17 JLxf6 JLxf6 18 
2xd6 b4 19 2xc6! Wxc6 20 e5 Wc7 
21 .&xa8 bxc3 «. However, 21 exf6 
bxc3 22 Wxe6+ wins instantly, e.g. 
22...&h8 23 We7 or 22.. .Wf7 23 
®xf7+ <&xf7 24 fxg7, etc. Black can 
improve earlier by 17...2xf6. 

2a4) 11 e5 dxe5 12 fxe5 £>d5 13 
Axe7?! (13 £d2!? £>xc3 14 £xc3 
0-0 15 We4 £d7 16 £d3 g6 17 £b4 
is equal) and now: 

2a41) 13...£>xe7 14 £>e4 0-0 15 
#h5 £>g6 16 £>g5 h6 17 £tf3, Ivan¬ 
chuk-Kasparov, Tilburg 1989, and 
now Kasparov’s line 17.,.2d8! 18 
2xd8+ #xd8 19 #g4! Wa5! 20 i.c4 
Ad7 21 2el Jic6 would have been 
good for Black due to White’s weak 
e-pawn. 

2a42) Kasparov gives 13...£>xc3 
14 %4 Wxe5 15 Ah4 #e3+ 16 2d2 
£}xa2+ 17 <4>dl 0-0 18 #a4 e5 19 
&f2 Wf4 20 #xa2 Ag4+ 21 &e2 ±. 
However, 18...#e5! 19 c3 b5 ap¬ 
pears very promising for Black, so 
this line may also favour Black. 

2b) 9...Ae7 and now: 

2bl) 10 £xxc6 Wxc6 (10...bxc6 
11 e5 dxe5 12 #xe5 #b6 13 £>a4 
Wb4 14 2d4 Wb8 15 Ae2 c5 16 2c4 
Wxe5 17 fxe5 ^d7 18 Axe7 &xe7 
19 2el £>xe5 20 2xc5 £>d7 = Hra- 
cek-Wojtkiewicz, Warsaw Z 1990) 
11 e5 dxe5 12 fxe5 £id5 13 Axe7 
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$3xel 14 2d6 Wc7 15 g3 with an 
edge for White. 

2b2) 10 g3 0-0 (10...h6 11 i.h4 
Ad7 12 Ag2 $3x64 13 Sxd4 is line 
lc above) 11 &g2 i.d7 12 *bl h6 13 
&h4 Sfe8 14 $3f3 2ad8 15 e5 dxe5 
16 ^xe5 $3b% 17 $3c4 Ab5 18 c4 
$3xe4 V 2 -V 2 Luther-Kaminski, Dres¬ 
den 1992. 

2b3) 10 $3f3 0-0 11 flfel (if White 
has to play this simply in order to 
develop his bishop, then the whole 
idea appears artificial) 2d8 (1 l...b5 
12 Ad3 h6 13 i.xh6 gxh6 14 e5 $3bl 
15 h4 dxe5 16 fxe5 f6 17 2h3 &h8 
18 fig3 2a7 is very unconvincing, 
although White did later manage to 
draw in Pri6-Renet, French Ch 1991) 
12 Ad3 $3b4 13 2fl b5 14 e5 $3x63+ 
15 2xd3 dxe5 16 2xd8+ Wxd8 17 
fxe5 $361 18 h4 h6 19 ±xe7 Wxcl 
20 $3c4 Jk.bl = Biriescu-Takacs, Ro¬ 
manian Ch 1988. 

A) 

8 ±xf6 

This is White’s safest system 
against 7...Wc7. The general struc¬ 
ture arising is very similar to some 
lines of the Richter-Rauzer. White 
has chances to gain an edge, but it is 
hard to get wildly excited about his 
position. 

8 ... gxf6 (D) 

9 JLe2 

There are various other ideas: 

1) 9 Wh5 ®c5! is safe for Black. 

2) 9 Wd3 (an interesting idea; the 
queen can easily switch to the king- 
side) $3c6 (9...b5 10 0-0-0 $361 11 
Wh3 $3c5 12 a3 2b8 13 f5 b4 14 
axb4 2xb4 15 fxe6 fxe6 16 ^Le2 ± 
Videki-Robovic, Kecskemet 1994) 
10 0-0-0 Ad7 11 A.e2 h5 12 *bl 



0-0-0 13 $3xc6Wxc6 (13...Axc6 14 
Wh3 Wa5 15 f5 Wc5 16 2hel &b8 
17 i.xh5 b5 18 #e3 ± Am.Rodri- 
guez-Minaya, Bogota 1992) 14 Wh3 
®c5 15 f5 &b8 16 2hfl b5 17 Ad3 
We5 18 $3e2 Ah6 19 c3 Ag5 20 $364 
Wc5 21 4lc2 e5 22 $3f3 ± Am.Rod- 
riguez-Nisipeanu, Erevan OL 1996. 

3) 9 ®<L2 (this may transpose to 
the main line; here we only consider 
variations without an early &e2) 
$3c6 (9...b5 10 a4 b4 11 $3a.2 £.b7 12 
f5 e5 13 $3b3 &xe4 14 $3xb4 $361 

15 £ixa6?! {15 £d3 ±J Wbl 16 $3b4 
2g8 17 2gl ®b6 ¥ Matulovi£-Vais- 
man, Zrenjanin 1980) 10 0-0-0 Ad7 
(10...h5 11 *bl i.d7 12 f5? £h6 13 
®e2 $3x64 14 2xd4 iLf4 15 g4 hxg4 

16 Wxg4 JLe5 ¥ Mochocki-Banasz- 
kiewicz, corr 1992) 11 <sbbl (11 $3b3 
b5 12 *bl h5 13 f5 $3c5 14 fxe6 
fxe6 15 $364 b4 16 $3ce2 £h6 17 
$3i4 $Lxf4 18 Wxf4 <&e7 19 Ae2 ± 
Yudasin-Polgar, Oviedo rpd 1992) 
0-0-0 (ll...h5 12 g3 0-0-0 13 £h3 
£>b8 14 f5 $3x64 15 #xd4 ±el 16 
2d2 ± Gebuhr-Kleym, corr 1988; 
ll...£e7 12 g3 $3x64 13 Wxd4 Wc5 
14 Wd3 Ac6 15 f5 e5 16 ®c4 #a5 

17 Ae2 0-0 18 g4 2ac8 19 Wb3 b5 
20 h4 ± Goldberg-Degenhardt, Ger¬ 
man Cup 1992) 12 f5 (12 $Ld2 will 
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transpose to the main line; 12 4)ce2 
&b8 13 g3 h5 14 jLg2 Ml 15 h4 
4)xd4 16 4)xd4 2dg8 ¥ Rowson- 
Am.Rodriguez, Erevan 1996) h5 (or 
12...*b8 13 M4 S)xd4 14 #xd4 
Ml 15 .&b3 Wc5 16 Wd3 h5 17 Wf3 
with a slight advantage for White, 
Shmuter-Vaulin, St Petersburg 1993) 
13 <2)xc6 #xc 6 14 fxe6 fxe6 15 ttf2 
Ml 16 2d4 b5 17 a4 #c5 18 axb5 
axb5 19 h4 2hf8 20 #d2 M6 21 
2h3 f5 22 £>a4 We5 23 2c3 4>b7 24 
2b4 d5 25 2xc6! &xc6 26 £xb5+ 
<4>d6 27 2c4 ®g3 28 e5+ 1-0 Brod¬ 
sky-Avrukh, Groningen 1993. 

4) 9 f5 (D) (premature) and now: 



4a) 9...£)c6 10 fxe6 (10 M4 
£>xd4 11 ®xd4 2g8 12 g3 Wc5 13 
0-0-0 1 @ r xd4 14 2xd4 Ml = Gufeld- 
Rashkovsky, USSR 1975; 10 M2 
Wb6l 11 £ib3 We3 {1 l...i.d7 12 i.h5 
We 3+ 13 !fe2 Wxe2+ 14 *xe2 *e7 
¥ Wemer-Sauermann, corr 1956} 12 
Wd3 {12 £sd2 £te5 ¥ Kotkov-Bala- 
shov, USSR 1970} #h6 13 Wf3 
M7 14 0-0 M7 15 Wh5 Wxh5 16 
J&.xh5 17 2adl 4ie5 = Lengyel- 
Dao Thien Hai, Budapest 1993) fxe6 
11 M2 (11 Ac4 £ixd4 12 #xd4 2g8! 
¥) Wb6 12 JLh5+ Ml 13 £ixc6+ 
bxc6 14 Wd2 (14 #f3 i.h6 15 2dl 


a5 + Vaskan-Sakharov, USSR 1961) 
2b8 15 b3 Wc5 16 0-0-0 Ag7 ¥ 
Ruxton-Badea, Oakham 1990. 

4b) 9..Mc5 (this appears less re¬ 
liable) 10 ®ti3 (10 fxe6 fxe6 11 M2 
h5 12 Wd3 i.h6 13 Bdl &e7 14 WO 
h4? 15 0-0 i.g5 16 &hl Ml 17 e5 
+- Hetenyi-Kiss, Budapest 1995; 10 
M2 5ic6 11 £)b3 ®e3 12 fxe6 fxe6 

13 Wd2 Wxd2+ 14 &xd2 £ie5 15 
2f 1 *e7 16 £ta4 -5)d7 17 2f3 b5 18 
£)c3 ^Lh6 ¥ Vasiesiu-Nisipeanu, Ro¬ 
manian Ch 1994) £k6 11 &b3 (11 
£)xc6 bxc6 12 0-0-0 i.h6+?! 13 
&bl .&f4 14 e5! exf5 15 exd6^.e6, 
Stummer-Gavrikov, Bern 1990, 16 
»f3! £xd6 17 £)a4 Wc5 18 #xc6+ 
Ml 19 £ib6 ±) We5 (ll...Wb6 12 
0-0-0 &d7 13 Wh3 0-0-0 14 A.c4 
2e8 15 2hfl £>e5 16 Ae2 &b8 17 
*bl M7 18 2d4 2c8 19 2f4!? h6 

20 2h4 Af8 21 a3 °° Zelinsky-Kopy- 
lov, corr 1988) 12 0-0-0 (12 fxe6 
fxe6 13 0-0-0 b5 14 sfcbl £b7 15 
We3 Ml 16 M2 0-0 17 Wh3 M8 
18 ±g4 b4 19 £>e2 £>d8 20 £>g3 a5 

21 <2)d4 ± Kavalek-Chandler, Bun- 
desliga 1983) Ml 13 *bl M7 14 
£)a4 ®b4 15 #d2 &xa4 16 #xb4 
M6 17 fxe6 fxe6 18 S)d4 d5 19 
Wb3 M5 20 exd5 Axd5 21 &c4 ± 
Zelinsky-Kopylov, corr 1993. 

9 ... £>c6 (D) 

Or 9...b5 (dubious) 10 ^.h5 (10 
0-0 b4 11 £la4 &d7 12 b3 &g7 13 
®d2 jLxa4 14 bxa4 <2)c6 15 Sadi 
0-0 16 £>xc6 Wxc6 17 Wxb4 Wxc2 
¥ Dijkstra-Van der Plassche, corr 
1990)b4(10... 1 tb611f5e5 12&e6! 
i.b7 13 £id5 ilxd5 14 Wxd5 Sa7 15 
0-0-0 Sd7 16 Sd3 ± Arkhangelsky- 
Kopylov, corr 1981) 11 £)ce2 JLg7 
(ll..Mc5 12 f5 Ml 13 Wd2 Qdl? 

14 &xf7 +-) 12 f5 0-0 13 fxe6 fxe6 
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14 £>f4 We7 15 0-0 e5 (15...a5 16 
&hl £>a6 17 Wg4! £sc7 18 Sael ± 
Efimov-Kengis, USSR 1977) 16£)f5 
Wa7+ 17 *hl i.xf5 (17...exf4 18 
Wd5+ ^h8 19 <2)xd6 is dangerous) 
18 exf5 exf4 19 JLf3 ± Ljubojevic- 
Mili£evi6, Yugoslavia 1974. 



10 £lb3 

Or: 

1) 10 AhS Wb6 11 £>xc6 Wxb2! 
12 4ba4 Wb5 13 Wd4 bxc6 14 Wxf6 
Wxh5 15 Wxh8 Wa5+ 16 £>c3 e5 + 
Kargol-Burris, corr 1982. 

2) 10 Wd3 S)xd4 (10...Wb6 11 
£)b3 h5 12 0-0-0 Ad7? 13 £)d2! 
£>b4 14 Wh3 Sc8 15 *bl a5 16 <S)c4 
Wc5 17 a3 £ia6 18 Sd2! ± A. Rodri- 
guez-Csom, Berlin 1979) 11 Wxd4 
Wc5! 12 Wd2 (12 Wd3 Ad7 13 0-0-0 
0-0-0 14 *bl *b8 15 Shfl h5 16 a3 
5c8 17 Af3 Sc7 18 h4 Ah6 19 Ae2 
JifS 20 Wd4 iLe7 21 Wd3 V 2 -V 2 Bar- 
ash-Kopylov, corr 1986) JLd7 13 
Bfl 2c8 14 0-0-0 b5, Tal-Tukma- 
kov, USSR Ch 1978,15 Af3 ± (Tal). 

3) 10 Wd2 $Ld7 (10...b5 11 £>xc6 
Wxc6 12 &f3 &b7 13 0-0-0 b4 14 
£)e2 Wb6 15 f5 = Mikhalchishin- 
Tukmakov, Ashkhabad 1978) 11 
0-0-0 (11 i.h5 &h6 12 g3 0-0 13 
0-0-0 £>e5 14 *bl £ic4 15 Wd3 b5 


16 £lce2 b4 17 g4 a5 18 h4 a4 19 
g5 ® Erneste-E.Sakhatova, Manila 
worn OL 1992) h5 (ll...£>xd4 12 
Wxd4 ®c5 13 Wxc5 {13 Wd2 and 
13 Wd3 are similar to line 1} dxc5 14 
i.h5 Ac6 15 f5 i.h6+ 16 &bl &e7 
= Boudre-Pytel, Romans 1982) 12 
&bl (12 Shfl Wb6 {12...0-0-0 will 
probably transpose to line 3b of this 
note) 13 4)b3 h4 14 Sf3 £>e5 15 
Sffl Sc8 16 *bl £ic4 17 Axc4 
Sxc4 18 Sf3 ± Savon-Rashkovsky, 
USSR Ch 1991) and now: 

3a) 12-1*7 (12...4ixd413 Wxd4 
Wc5 is clearly bad now, e.g. 14 Wxf6 
Sg8 15 Sd3! Sxg2 16 Sg3 +-) 13 
i.f3 £>xd4 14 Wxd4 0-0-0 15 Wa7 
(15 f5 &b8 16Wd2h4 17&e2 Ac8 

18 fxe6 fxe6 19 £>f4 Shg8 20 We3 
Sg5 ® Timman-Kasparov, NikSic 
1983) i.c6 (15...Wc5! =) 16 Sd3 Vb8 

17 Wb6 Wc7 18 Wa7 #68 19 We3 
h4?! 20 £ld5 ± Barotek-Fuka, con- 
1988. 

3b) 12...0-0-0 13 Shfl &b8 and 

now: 

3bl) 14 f5 ±e7 (14...£>xd4 15 
Wxd4 Ae7 16 Af3 Sc8 17 Wd2 
Wc5 18 4)e2h4 19 £>f4 exf5 20 £>d5 
jLd8 21 c3 Se8 = Sanchez Almeyra- 
Sadler, Cannes 1992) 15 £)xc6+ 
£xc6 16 Af3 Wa5 17 £)e2 We5 18 
£)f4 d5 19 exd5 Wxf5 20 We3 &b5 
21 £id3 Wg5 22 Wei Sd6 23 2f2 
Sc8 24 Sfd2 = Morovic-Smirin, 
Wijk aan Zee 1994. 

3b2) 14 £>b3 ±e7 15 Sf3 £>a5! 
16 Sh3 £>xb3 17 axb3 h4 18 Wei 
d5! 19 exd5 Wxf4 20 Wgl &c8 21 
Shd3 f5! <*> Savon-Yudasin, Podolsk 
1991. 

3b3) 14 Sf3 4ixd4 15 Wxd4 Ae7 
16 Wd2 Wc5 17 Bd3 Wf2 18 Sg3 h4 

19 2g7 £e8 20 Sfl Wc5 21f5i.f8 
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22 2g4 £h6 23 Wd3 Ag5 = Brod- 
sky-Zhelnin, Smolensk 1991. 

4) 10 f5 transposes to line 4a of 
the note to White’s 9th move. 

10 ... b5 (D) 

Or lO.-.'tbb (10...i.d7 will prob¬ 
ably transpose to another line) 11 
#d2 (11 Wd3 transposing to Ro- 
driguez-Csom above is better) h5 12 
a4 £)a5 13 £ixa5 ®xa5 14 0-0 i.d7 
15 &hl Sc8 16 #d4 £e7 17 Af3 
Wc5 with an equal position, Tal- 
Balashov, USSR Ch 1977. 

The text-move is slightly risky, 
as the broken kingside pawns mean 
that Black wants to play ...0-0-0, and 
...b5 also makes it hard to castle 
queenside. 



11 a3 

Or 11 jLhS (11 #d2 JLb7 120-0?! 
h5 13 tfe3 h4 14 #h3 b4 15 £>dl 
£ie7 16 £d3 d5 17 £>f2 0-0-0 ? 
Brunner-Holzl, Graz 1991) and now: 

1) ll...Wb6?! 12 Wf3 b4 (also 
unsatisfactory is 12..JLh6 13 4ie2 
&e7 14 ®h3 &g7 15 0-0-0 a5 16 
£>bd4 ^xd4 17 £)xd4 a4 18 *bl a3 
19 ®b3 Sd8 20 £>f5+ 4>f8 21 e5! ± 
Rusakov-Kopylov, corr 1979) 13 
£>e2 a5 14 0-0-0 i.d7 15 4ibd4 2c8 
16 *bl 2g8 17 2d2 &e7 18 £ixc6 


Wxc6 19 £id4 ttc4 20 e5! ± Lanka- 
Yuferov, USSR 1977. 

2) ll...b4!? 12 £le2 #b6 13 1^2 
a5 is untested. 

3) ll...£.g7 12 ltg4 0-0 13 0-0-0 
£le7 14 £d4 b4 15 £ice2 f5!« Yuda- 
sin-Kasparov, USSR Ch 1981. 

After 11 a3, Black may try: 

1) ll...£.g7 12 0-0 0-0 13 i.d3 
&b7 14 2f3 £ie7 15 2g3 &h8 16 
®h5 £>g6 17 2fl with a dangerous 
attack, Voitkevich-Oll, USSR 1982. 

2) ll...£b7 12 £.d3 h5 13 0-0 
£ie7 (13...i.e7 14 «T3 h4 15 Wh3 
&a5 16 £>xa5 #xa5 17 f5 e5 V 2 -V 2 
Dimitrov-H.Griinberg, Stara Zag- 
ora Z 1990) 14 f5 e5 15 i.e2 h4 16 
h3 2g8 17 Ah5 &h6 18 Wd3 2d8 19 

J. f3 $Lf4 = Wittmann-Gavrikov, Vi¬ 
enna 1990. 

3) ll...Wb6 12 ®d2 h5 13 £.f3 
ilb7 14 Wt2 Wxf2+ 15 < 3?xf2 h4 16 
2adl 0-0-0 17 £>e2 £.e7 18 £>ed4 = 

K. Andersson-Lehmann, corr 1980. 

B) 

8 «3 b5 

Or 8...<2)c6 9 0-0-0 and now: 

1) 9...<&xd4 10 2xd4 i.e7 11 
Ae2(llAc4!?0-0{ll...e5 12fxe5 
dxe5 13 &xf6 gxf6 14 £>d5! Wd6 15 
2d2 ±} 12 £.b3 b5 13 2hdl 2d8 14 
f5 2b8 15 a3 a5 16 a4 bxa4 17 i.xa4 
= Nieminen-Hartikainen, corr) and 
now: 

la) ll...b5 12 e5 £b7 13 Wg3 
dxe5 14 fxe5 £)d5 15 4)xd5 -fi.xd5 
16 &xe7 Wxe7 17 ®xg7 0-0-0, 
Hopfl-Kleinegger, Dortmund 1992, 
18 Bhfl ±. 

lb) 11...0-0 12 2hdl! (12 %3 
£ie8 13 &xe7 Wxe7 14 e5 b5 15 
2hd 1 dxe5 16 fxe5 was also good for 
White, Martin Gonzalez-Gutman, 
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Biel 1985) £le8 (12...e5 13 S4d2 
exf4 14 Axf4 with an evident advan¬ 
tage for White) 13 Axe7 Wxe7 14 
We3 b5 15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 ± Rich¬ 
ter-Vandorffy, corr 1963. 

2) 9...Ad7 (D) with a wide range 
of alternatives for White: 



2a) 10 Ah4 0-0-0 (10...Ae7 11 
g4 £>xd4 12 Sxd4 Ac6 13 Ag2 2c8 
14 Hhdl 0-0 15 g5 £id7 16 S4d2?! 
£ic5 17 We3 b5 18 £le2 Wb7 19 
£)g3 g6 = Keres-Stahlberg, Gothen¬ 
burg IZ 1955) 11 g4 h6 12 Ag2 Ae7 
13 £>b3 *b8 14 2hel &a8 15 Af2 
Sc8 16 *bl ± d5 17 e5 £)g8 18 
2xd5?! exd5 19 £>xd5 Wd8 20 £>b6+ 
tfehS <*> Fuderer-Panno, Gothenburg 
IZ 1955. 

2b) 10 Axf6 gxf6 11 f5 (weaken¬ 
ing the dark squares, not necessar¬ 
ily the right follow-up to exchanging 
off the dark-squared bishop) £)xd4 
(11...0-0-0 12 fxe6 fxe6 13 Wxf6 
Ae7 14 Wf2 (14 Wh6 £lxd4 15 
Sxd4 &b8 16 *bl Shf8 17 Wd2 
Wb6 18 £>dl Ac6 19 Ae2 d5 20 
exd5 Axd5 ¥ McDonald-Dao Thien 
Hai, Budapest 1996} 2hf8 15 £rf3 
£>e5 16 Ae2 Af6 17 Wa7 Wc5 18 
Wxc5+ dxc5 19 £>xe 5 Axe 5 = Ziat- 
dinov-Dao Thien Hai, Amsterdam 


1996) 12 Sxd4 Wc5 13 2d3 We5 14 
Ae2 0-0-0 15 fifl?! Wxh2 16 g3 
Wh6+ 17 ‘S’bl Ae7 + Gattermayer- 
Schuh, Austria 1990. 

2c) 10 Ac4 Ae7 11 Ab3 2c8 
(11...0-0 12 h4 £sa5 13 h5 £>xb3+ 14 
axb3 Ac6 15 4)xc6 bxc6 16 Wg3 
£ie8 17 f5 Axg5+ 18 Wxg5 h6 19 
Wg3 e5 20 Wd3 <*> Nisipeanu-Cet- 
eras, Singeorz 1993) 12 2hel 0-0 13 
h3 b5 14 g4 £lxd4 15 2xd4 a5 16 e5 
dxe5 17 fxe5 5)d5 18 Axe7 £)xe7 19 
Wd3 Ac6 20 £>xb5 Wb6 21 £id6 
2b8 22 Wc3 ± Grabczewski-Sza- 
piro, Polish Ch 1955. 

2d) 10 £>xc 6 (promising) Axc6 
(10...bxc6 11 Ac4 Ae7 12 2d3 h6 
{12...e5 13 Axf6 Axf6 14 2hdl 0-0 
15 2xd6 +- Keres-Panno, Amster¬ 
dam Ct 1956} 13 Axf6 Axf6 14 
2hdl Ae7 15 Wg4 g5 16 f5 h5 17 
Wg3 h4 18 Wei e5 19 We2 a5 20 
2h3 2d8 21 Ab3 Wb7 22 g3 ± Rag- 
ozin-Borsony, corr 1956) 11 Axf6 
gxf6 12 f5 We7 13 Ac4 0-0-0 14 
2hel Ad7 15 *bl 2e8 16 2fl Ag7 
17 Wf4 &cl 18 2f3 ± Vennix-Janos, 
corr 1992. 

2e) 10 £ib3 Ae7 11 Ah4 0-0 
(1 l...b5 12 e5 dxe5 13 fxe5 Wxe5 14 
2xd7 S)xd7 15 Wxc6 2d8 16 Ag3 
We3+ 17 ‘Srbl ± Rabar-Panno, Goth¬ 
enburg IZ 1955) 12 g4 2fc8 13 Ag3 
b5 14 e5 £se8 15 We2 b4 16 exd6 
Axd6 17 £ie4 Axf4+ 18 *bl Axg3 
19 hxg3 4)e5 + Rabar-Najdorf, 
Gothenburg IZ 1955. 

2f) 10 Ae2 Ae7 11 4>bl (11 2hel 
4)xd4 12 2xd4 Ac6 13 2edl 2c8 14 
We3 0-0 15 e5 £ld5 16 £sxd5 Axd5 
17 Ad3 Axg5 18 exd6 Wxd6 19 
fxg5 Wxh2 ¥ V 2 -V 2 Geller-Najdorf, 
Gothenburg IZ 1955) 0-0 12 Wg3 
2ac8 13 Ah6 (13 £lf3 intending e5) 




270 6 $Lg5 e6 7f4 Wc7 


4k8 14 f5 £>xd4 15 2xd4 Af6 16 
Hc4 Ac6 17 fxe6 fxe6 18 Ag4 We7 
? Garcia-Xu, Manila OL 1992. 

After 8...b5 (D) White has three 
main lines, all of them very interest¬ 
ing: 



Bl:9i.xf6 
B2: 9 0-0-0 
B3: 9 f5 

There are two less important vari¬ 
ations: 

1) 9 £.d3 b4 10 4ke2 4)bd7 (or 
10...i.b7 11 0-0 4)bd7 12 2ael $Le 1 
13 &hl h6 14 £.xf6 Axf6 15 Wh5 
Wc5! 16 e5? dxe5 17 4)xe6 Wc6 -+ 
Rogic-Yuferov, Bled 1994) 110-0-0 
(11 Axf6 4)xf6 12 g4 i.b7 13 g5 
4M7 14 0-0-0 g6 15 &bl £g7 16 h4 
Wb6 17 4)b3 0-0-0 18 h5 a5 19 h6 
i.f8 20 c3 a4 21 4k2 d5 T Gild.Gar- 
cia-Wojtkiewicz, New York 1989) 
£b7 12 &bl ±e7 13 2hel 4k5 14 
4)g3 h6 15 Ah4 0-0-0 16 We2 4>b8 
17 4)b3 g5 18 fxg5 4)fd7 19 £>fl 
hxg5 20 J&g3 a5 ? Leiber-Wojtkie- 
wicz, Bad Worishofen 1991. 

2) 9 a3 (too passive to be good) 
4)bd7 (9...i.b7 10 £xf6 (10 0-0-0 
4)bd7 11 &bl &e7 12 g4 2c8 13 
£.xf6 gxf6 14 &g2 4)b6 15 £.fl d5 


16 i.d3 i.c5 17 4)de2 b4 18 axb4 
£.xb4 - 19 exd5? £>xd5 T J.Rod- 
riguez-Topalov, Oviedo rpd 1992} 
gxf6 11 0-0-0 h5 12 #h3 4k7 13 
Ae2 0-0-0 14 2hel &b8 15 <&bl 
4)b6 16 We3 2c8 17 2d2 £>c4 18 
Axc4 ®xc4 = Grzegorczyk-Banasz- 
kiewicz, corr 1992) and now: 

2a) 10 £d3 i.b7 (10...i.e7 11 
0-0-0 is just chapter 2 with White 
having played the passive move a3) 
11 0-0-0(11 £sde2i.e7 12 2dl 0-0 
13 0-0 2ac8 14 £>g3 2fd8 15 4)h5 
h6 16 4)xf6+ 4)xf6 17 i.h4 4)xe4! T 
Markov-Stoisavljevic, Yugoslavia 
Cht 1993) 4)b6 12 2hel 2c8 13 f5 
e5 14 £>b3 i.e7 15 2e2 0-0 16 h4 
2fd8 17 g4 d5 = Makarov-Rashkov- 
sky, USSR 1973. 

2b) 10 g4 2b8 11 £.xf6 4)xf6 12 
f5 b4 13 axb4 2xb4 14 0-0-0 e5 15 
4)b3 Abl (readers should compare 
this with variation 5 in the note to 
Black’s 12th move in line B of chap¬ 
ter 1; here Black has played ...b4 in¬ 
stead of... Ae7, and White’s knight is 
on b3 instead of e2) 16 JLd3 (com¬ 
paring this with similar variations 
shows a number of points in Black’s 
favour; despite this, he hasn’t done 
very well from this position) d5?! 
(probably premature; 16...iLe7) 17 
exd5 2xg4 (17...2xb3 18cxb3 Jk.xd5 
19 Wc2 £xhi 20 2xhl Ab4 21 
&b5+ &e7 22 £c4 #a5? 23 4)d5+ 
4)xd5 24 Wxe5+ &f8 25 i.xd5 ± 
Bjornsson-Wojtkiewicz, Reykjavik 
1990) 18 2hel! (18 4k4 2f4 19 
4)xf6+ gxf6 20 %2 h5 212hfl 2g4 
22 #e2 £xd5 23 ±xa6 £h6+ 24 
&bl ±xb3 25 Wb5+ &f8 26 ^xb3 
4>g7 co Zurakhov-Spassky, USSR 
Ch 1956) Eb4 19 Wg3 4)d7 20 &bl 
g6 21 fxg6 hxg6 22 i.xg6 Sg8 23 
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Jlxf7+ &xf7 « 24 Wh3 Sg6 25 Sgl 
2bb6?? 26 ®h7+ 1-0 Luther-Vok- 
ler, German Ch 1995. 

2c) 10 &e2 ±b7 11 ±xf6 <53xf6 

12 g4 d5 13 e5 £id7 14 i.d3? g5 15 
fxg5 Wxe5+ 16<S3ce2 ®xg5 -+ Lap- 
shin-Wojtkiewicz, New York 1993. 

2d) 10 0-0-0 2b8 (10...Ab7 is 
also completely satisfactory, reach¬ 
ing positions from chapter 1 with 
White having played a3) 11 Axf6 
(11 f5 e5 12 £>b3 b4 13 axb4 2xb4 
14 Axf6 £>xf6 is line 2b) £>xf6 and 
now: 

2dl) 12 g4 b4 13 axb4 2xb4 14 
g5 £>d7 15 f5 (15 &b3 £>c5 16&xc5 
Wxc5 17 f5 Ae7 18 h4 0-0 19 f6 
Ad8 20 Ad3 Ab6 21 2del #e5 ¥ 
Aronin-Zlotnik, USSR 1968) £ie5 
16 Wh3 (16 ®g3 Wb6 17 £>b3 a5 18 
Wgl Ae7 19 fxe6 fxe6 20 Ae2 Aa6 ¥ 
Blosze-Hutschenreiter, corr 1987) 
«b6 17 £>b3 Ae7 18 g6 fxg6 19 
fxe6 2xb3 20 cxb3 «xb3 21 «Tg3 
Axe6 22 £>d5 (22 £>e2 0-0 23 ®xb3 
Axb3 24 2d4 £>f3 + Bronstein- 
Polugaevsky, Moscow 1967) Axd5 
23 2xd5 Wb4 ¥ Litvinov-Yuferov, 
Minsk 1978. 

2d2) 12 e5 Ab7 (12...dxe5 13 
®c6+ Wdl 14 fxe5 £>g4 15 «T3! 
£>xe5 16 Wg3 is dangerous for Black) 

13 Wh3 (13 We3 dxe5 14 £>cxb5 
axb5? {14.Jtc5! 15 fxe5 £>d5 16 
Wf2 Ae7 oo} 15 Axb5+ <4>e7 16 <£c6+ 
Axc6 17 ®c5+ d?e8 18 Axc6+ -SM7 
19 2xd7 Axc5 20 2xc7+ *f8 21 
fxe5 +- Lyman-Burger, USA 1979) 
dxe5 (13...^d5!? 14 £>xd5 {14 £>e4 
<S^xf4 15 exd6 Axd6 16 £^xd6+ 
Wxd6 17 Wg3 We5 +} Axd5 15 #g3 
dxe5 16 fxe5 g6 17 Ad3 Ag7 18 
2hel 0-0 19 b3 b4 ¥ Stefanishin- 
V.Gurevich, Simferopol 1991) 14 


£texb5 #b6! (but not 14...axb5? 15 
Axb5+ &e7 16 fxe5 #xe5 17 2hel 
£>e4 18 Ac6! ®f4+ 19 &bl f5 20 
2xe4 #xe4 21 Axe 4 Axe4 22 Wg3 
1-0 Kupreichik-Gutman, USSR x / 2 f 
Ch 1970) 15 fxe5 £>d5 16 £>c3 £>xc3 
17 Wxc3 Ae7 followed by ...0-0 
with compensation for the sacrificed 
pawn. 


Bl) 

9 Axf6 gxf6(D) 



10 e5 

The sharpest line. Alternatives: 

1) 10 Ad3 £>c6 (10...£>d7 11 
0-0-0 Ab7 12 2hel 0-0-0 13 f5 £>c5 
14 fxe6 fxe6 15 ®h3 = Suetin-Bala- 
shov, Sochi 1973; 10...h5 11 0-0-0 
Ab7 12 2hel Ae7 13 £>d5 Wd8 14 
Wg3 £}c6 15 ^g7 ± Tischbierek- 
Ghinda, Timisoara 1987) 11 £>xc6 
Wxc6 12 f5 transposes to Nunn- 
Chandler in line B3, note to Black’s 
9th move. 

2) 10 a3 and now: 

2a) 10„.^c6 11 £}xc6 ®xc6 12 
Ae2 (12 f5 Sa7 13 Ae2 V#c5 14 
0-0-0 2c7 15 2hfl 2g8 16 fxe6 fxe6 
17 #xf6 Wg5+ {17...Ag7 18 Wf4 
Ae5 oo} 18 *bl #xf6 19 2xf6 Ag7 
= Van der Wiel-Tukmakov, Wijk aan 
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Zee 1984) 2b8 130-0i.e7 14*hl h5 
15 f5 Wc5 16 Wg3 *f8 17 Sf4 We5 

18 fiafl a5 19 fxe6 jLxe6 (19...fxe6 
20 Wg6 +-) 20 Wf2 b4 21 axb4 axb4 
22 £ldl ± Zuse-Degenhardt, Bun- 
desliga 1991. 

2b) 10...i.b7 11 £e2h5 12 Wh3 
(12 0-0-0 £ld7 13 f5 e5 14 £lb3 Sc8 
15 ^bl = Van Kempen-Loginov, 
corr 1994) £ld7 13 0-0-0 (13 £xh5 
0-0-0 14 f5 e5 15 £ib3 £c5 16 £ixc5 
dxc5 170-0c4 182fdl ±c5+ 19<*>fl, 
Chod-Fiensh, corr 1989, 19....&d4 
oc) 0-0-0 14 £xh5 &b8 15 Wg4 f5 16 
We2 4lf6 17 Af3 fxe4 18 £lxe4 £ixe4 

19 £xe4 d5 20 i.f3 Wxf4+ 21 *bl 
2xh2 22 2xh2 Wxh2 + Unzicker- 
Balashov, Munich 1979. 

3) 10 0-0-0 b4(D)(10...i.b7 11 
Wh5 Wc5 12 f5!? ±) and now: 



3a) Il£tee2£ld7(ll...h5 12f5?! 
{unnecessarily committal} e5 13 
£lb3 h4 14 *bl <S)d7 15 £lecl Ab7 
16 J&.d3 &h6 17 2hel *e7 18 £sd2 
<5)b6 ¥ Dorfanis-Wojtkiewicz, Ko- 
motini 1992) 12 Wh5 (12 e5 &b7 13 
Wh5 £>c5 14 exf6 0-0-0 15 £>g3 d5 
16 Wf3 £)e4 17 f5?! (17 &d3 <*>} e 5 
18 £ie6 fxe6 19 fxe6 &b8 20 e7 
JLh6+ 21 'i’bl 2c8 + Kupreichik- 
Rashkovsky, USSR 1974) £)c5 13 


£tg3 i.b7 14 f5 0-0-0 15 fxe6 fxe6 
16 Wh3 Wd7 17 ±c4 d5 18 <53b3 
£sxb3+ 19 axb3 jLd6 20 exd5 exd5 

21 £if5 1 Khlusevich-Kopylov, corr 
1988. 

3b) 11 £sd5 exd5 12 exd5 Wc5! 
13 ±d3 (13 £ib3 Wb6 14 i.d3 2a7 
15 2hel+ 2e7 16 2xe7+ &xe7 17 
£sd4 idS + Dragovic-Savanovid, 
Yugoslavia Cht 1994) 2a7 14 i.f5 
&d8 (14...i.xf5?! 15 £lxf5 &d7 16 
2hel 2c7 17 We4 &c8 18 2d4 a5 
19 b3 &b7 20 2c4 ± Petrushin- 
Rashkovsky, USSR 1979) 15 i.xc8 
&xc8 16 Wh3+ &b7 17 2hel &a8 « 
Dorfman-Yuferov, USSR 1978. 

10 ... Ab7 

1) 10...Wb7 11 5)e4 fxe5 12 fxe5 
dxe5 13 i.d3 exd4 (not 13...f5? 14 
£)xe6! fxe4 15 ,&xe4 Wb6 16 5)xf8 
2xf8 17 Wh5+ 2f7 18 Wxe5+ &e6 
19 0-0-0 2a7 20 2d6 We3+ 21 <&bl 
2ae7 22 2xe6 1-OParma-Balashov, 
Moscow 1971) 14 £)f6+ 4>e7 15 $LeA 
Wc7 16 0-0 (16 Axa8 We5+ 17 £ie4 
f5 18 Wg3 Wxg3+ 19 £>xg3 £id7 
with compensation) 2a7 17 4t)d5+ 
exd5 18 Wf6+ &e8 19 Axd5 &e 6 20 
2ael £)d7 21 Wxh8 Wd6! « Grafe- 
Vaisman, corr 1972. 

2) 10...d5 11 exf6 and now: 

2a) ll...b4 12 £>ce2 (12 £>xd5 
exd5 13 Wxd5 £b7 14 Ab5+ axb5 
15 <5)xb5 Wc6!? may lead to perpet¬ 
ual check after 16 We5+ ^dS 17 
0-0-0+£sd7 182hel &c5 192xd7+ 
&xd7 20 2dl+ >4>c8 21 Wf5+ &b8 

22 We5+) £td7 13 f5 e5 14 <53e6 fxe6 
15 fxe6 £}xf6 16 Wxf6 $Lgl = Adler- 
Semeniuk, USSR 1974. 

2b) ll...£id7 12 0-0-0 £>xf6 13 
f5!? e5 14 £ixd5 £sxd5 15 Wxd5 
Ab7 16 ±xb5+!? axb5 17 Wxb5+ 
&e7 18 f6+ &xf6 19 Shfl+ <S?g6 20 
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Wd3+?! (20 £>f3 2a5 21 £ih4+ 
looks like a draw; 20 ‘i’bl!? ®) e4 21 
Wh3 i.c8 22 2f5?! h5 + Berelovich- 
Mukhutdinov, Moscow 1992. 

3) 10...dxe5 (an interesting idea 
which is probably not quite suffi¬ 
cient for equality) 11 4)dxb5 Wb7 
12 'Vtxbl ±xb7 13 <S)c7+ &e7 14 
?)xa8 Axa8 (although White is the 
exchange up, he cannot easily de¬ 
velop his pieces and Black’s bishops 
are very active): 

3a) 15 f5 2g8 16 2gl (16 0-0-0 
2g5 17 ±d3 2xg2 18 2dgl &h6+ 
19 &bl 2d2 20 ±c4 ±xe4 21 &xe4 
2d4 22 £sg3 £k6 23 2fl 2h4 24 
c3 e4 « McDonald-Sadler, London 
Lloyds Bank 1993) *e8 (16...£ic6 

17 £xa6 «kl4 18 £d3 exf5 19 £ie2 
£ixe2 20 &xe2 e4 21 Ac4 f4 22 
2afl jLh6 23 2dl 2g5 24 h4 2h5 25 
2d4 2xh4 26 Ad5 £xd5 27 2xd5 ± 
Liss-Sadler, Biel 1993) 17 fxe6 fxe6 

18 Ac4 £c5 19 £xc6 2g7 20 2fl 
i.xg2 21 0-0-0 £e3+ 22 &bl iLxfl 
23 2xfl 2gl 24 2xgl Axgl V 2 -V 2 
Liss - Har-Zvi, Tel Aviv 1991. 

3b) 15 fxe5 fxe5 16 2gl (a very 
straightforward plan; 16 0-0-0 f5 ®) 
f5 17 g4 f4 18 ±d3 *f7 19 £ie4 
J.xe4 20 ±xe4 ±c5 21 2g2 ±e3 22 
Sdl st?e7 23 g5 = Coco-La Rosa, 
corr 1988. 

3c) 15 Ad3 (the most popular 
idea is simply to give up the g2-pawn 
in the interests of rapid develop¬ 
ment) Axg2 16 2gl &.c6 17 f5 ih6 
18 *e2 ±bl 19 £»e4 2c8 20 2afl 
£id7 21 2g4 exf5 22 2xf5 ±f4 23 
2fxf4 exf4 24 2xf4 ± Gild.Garcia- 
Brunner, Manila OL 1992. 

3d) 15 £e2 £.xg2 16 2gl ±c6 
17 f5 exf5 (17...J.h6 18 2dl e4! 19 
2g3 {19 &f2!?} Ag5 20 *fl h5 21 


2d4 jtf4, Ziatdinov-Rashkovsky, 
USSR 1987, 22 £lxe4!? «) 18 2dl 
£h6 19 &d5+ i.xd5 20 2xd5 2c8 
(20...£ic6 ±) 21 c4 Af4 22 h4 £)c6 
23 2g7 &f8 24 2xh7 *g8 25 2h5 ± 
Rallo-La Rosa, corr 1988. 

11 Wh5 dxe5 

Or ll...b4 ^^xeOWcS!(andnot 
12...tW 13 Ac4! fxe5 (13...bxc3 
14 exd6 «xd6 15 2dl +-} 14 £ld5 
i.xd5 15 jLxd5 2a7 16 fxe5 +- Per- 
ecz-Kavalek, Netanya 1971) 13 jLb5+ 
axb5 14 £ixb5 Wxc2 15 £ibc7+ <&d7 
16 #xf7+ ±e7 17 exf6 tte4+ 18 
&dl #d3+ 19 r iel #e3+, Wedberg- 
Novoselski, Kladovo 1980,20^1 
(20 ^fl? Ae4! -+) with a draw by 
perpetual check. 

12 £ixe6 Wb6 (D) 



13 £ixf8 

White has a very sharp alterna¬ 
tive in 13 f5!? i.b4 (13...#e3+ 14 
jLe2 ±b4 15 2dl ±xc3+ 16 bxc3 
®xc3+ 17 *f2 *e7 18 2d3 « Wc6 
19 2hdl 2a7??202g3 {threatening 
21 Wxf7+} 1-0 was an amusing fin¬ 
ish, Sukhinina-Balashova, corr 1991) 
14 0-0-0 JLxc3 15 bxc3 &e7 16 ±e2 
i.e4 (16...fxe6 17 Wh6 Sf8 18 ±h5 
+-) 17 Shel b4 18 &c4 bxc3 19 
Ab3 «fb4 20 Sd4! #a3+ (20,..exd4 
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21 £ig7) 21 ^dl +- Sukhinina-Lei- 
kina, corr 1986. 

13 ... «e3+ 

13.. .2xf8 14 0-0-0 5M7 15 Ae2 
We3+ 16 *bl *xf4 17 «h3 ± Sakh- 
arov-Anikaev, Tbilisi 1973. 

14 «e2 

14 Ae2 Axg2? (14...2xf8 15 2fl 
£>d7«)15 &e6!l f b6(15...Axhl 16 
£>c7+ <4d8 17 ®xf7 Wgl+ 18 Afl 
We3+ 19 £ie2 Sa7 20 «xf6+ *xc7 
21 #xh8 ±) 16 £>g7+ *f8 17 £>f5 
Axhl 18 0-0-0! Ab7 19 Wh6+ <&e8 
20 £>d6+ <&e7 21 £>xb7 +- Salov- 
Zhuravlev, USSR 1986. 

14 ... Wxf4 

14.. .Wxe2+ 15 Axe2 Axg2 (or 

15...2xf8 16 0-0 ±) 16 Sgl Ab7 17 
fxe5 fxe5 18 £>e6! fxe6 19 Ah5+ 
with a very good ending for White. 

15 £>xh7! 

15 Wd3 #h4+ 16 g3 ®d4 17 0-0-0 
#xd3 18 Axd3 Axhl 19 £ixh7 Ac6 
20 &xf6+ &e7 21 <£cd5+ &e6 22 
Ae4 Sa7 with a slight advantage for 
Black, as in the game Lukovnikov- 
Zilbershtein, USSR 1978. 

15 ... 2xh7 

16 g3 #f3 (16...#b4 17 0-0-0! 
Axhl 18 Wd3 £ic6 19 Wxhl ± Bala- 
shov-Chandler, Minsk 1982) 17 ®xf3 
Axf3 18 Ad3! 2h6 (18...Axhl 19 
Axh7 £ki7 20 0-0-0 Ab7, Yudasin- 
Rashkovsky, USSR Ch 1986, and 
now the simple 21 £>d5 Axd5 22 
2xd5 would have been very good for 
White. Not only does Black have se¬ 
vere light-squared weaknesses, but 
the fact that White can make passed 
pawns on both wings rules out a rook 
exchange by Black. 

The main line with 10 e5 appears 
to be a forced draw (see the note to 


Black’s 11th move), so the main in¬ 
terest lies in White’s 10th move al¬ 
ternatives. However, none of these 
appears to offer much hope of an ad¬ 
vantage for White. 

B2) 

9 0-0-0 b4 (D) 

9...Ab7 (9...£ft>d7 transposes to 
chapter 14) is risky after 10 Axf6 
(10 Ad3 QSbdl also transposes to 
chapter 14) gxffi and now: 

1) Ilf5b4 12^cb5!?axb5 13 
fxe6 4>e7, Heinola-Kontulainen, corr 
1987, 14 £>f5+ <&e8 (14...*xe6 15 
Axb5 +-) 15 Axb5+ Ac6 16 £>d4! 
and White is clearly better. 

2) Il®h5»e7(ll...!fc5 12 f5 
&e7 13 Wh3 £>c6 14 £>xc6+ Axe6 
15 fxe6 fxe6 16 Ad3 b4 17 &e2 h5 
18 £>f4 1-0 Damjanovic-Barczay, 
Reggio Emilia 1971) 12 f5 b4 13 
fxe6 bxc3 14 Ac4 cxb2+15 ^bl £>c6 
16^f5 ®c7, Kumerov-Tal, Moscow 
1991, and now White could have 
won by 17 exf7+! &d7 (17...*d8 18 
»h4) 18 £ixd6 Axd6 19 ®f5+ &e7 
20 f8®+ <&xf8 21 «xf6+ *e8 22 
Wxh8+ Af8 23 2hf 1 Wg7 24 Wxgl 
kxgl 25 2f7 +-. 



10 e5 
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Or. 

1) 10 £)d5 exd5 11 Axf6 gxf6 12 
exd5 transposes into the note to 
White’s 10th move in Bl, line 3b. 

2) 10 £ibl &bd7 11 £>d2 Ab7 

12 Ad3 Ae7 13 &bl £>c5 14 Shel 
h6 15 Ah4 0-0 16 Wh3 = Cela-Soylu, 
Zouberi Z 1993. 

3) 10 £ke2 £lbd7 and now: 

3a) 11 £ig3 Ab7 12 Ad3 Sc8 
(12...Ae7 13 £ih5 0-0 14 Shel Sfe8 

15 £ixf6+ Axf6 16 Axf6 £sxf6 17 
#g3 d5 18 e5 ®e4 19 We3 = Feher- 
Dao Thien Hai, Hungary Cht 1995) 

13 Shel Wb6 14 £>b3 a5 15 £id2 a4 

16 £\c4 Wc5 17 We2, Ciuksyte-Stoi- 
savljevic, Litomysl European girls 
Ch 1994, 17...Ae7 =. 

3b) 11 g4!? Ab7 12 4ig3 d5! (or 
12...Ae7 13 *bl 0-0-0 14 Ag2 £ic5 
15 We2 &b8 16 Shel She8 17 £5 
4ifd7 18 Axe7 Bxe7 19 g5 <S)e5 20 
f6 gxf6 21 gxf6 Sed7 22 Wh5 « Pod- 
krznik-Bukic, Portoroz 1995) and 
now: 

3bl) 13 e5 £le4 14 ^xc4 dxe4 15 
We2 h6 16 Ah4 g5 17 fxg5 hxg5? 
(17...Wxe5 =) 18 Axg5 W\c5 19 h4 
Sc8 20 *bl £)b6 21 Acl £la4 22 g5 
± Outerelo-Teran, Spain Cht 1993. 

3b2) 13 Axf6 dxe4! 14 <£xe4 
&xf6 15 Ad3 Ae7! 16 h4 0-0-0 17 
Axa6 Axa6 18 £ixf6 Ab7 19 £)e4 
Wa5 ? Wobbe-Neurohr, St Ingbert 
1994. 

3b3) 13Ad3Ac5! 14^b3dxe4 
15 £ixe4 Ae7 16 Shel 5c8! 17 Ee2 
0-0 18 Axf6! ^xf6 19 f5 a5 20 *bl 
a4 21 4)bd2 ? Luther-Yudasin, Bu- 
dapest 1989. 

10 ... Ab7 

Not 10...dxe5? 11 £>db5! axb5 12 
Wxa8 bxc3 (12...Ab7 13 Axb5+ 
14 Wxb8! +—) 13 Axf6cxb2+ 


14 4>bl Ad6 (14...gxf6 15 Axb5+ 
H—) 15 Axb5+ +-. 

11 £kb5 

Or 11 Wh3 (11 <£db5 axb5 12 
<5^xb5 transposes into the note to 
White’s 12th move) dxe5 (D) (the 
only move, e.g. Il...bxc3? 12 exf6 
cxb2+ 13 <&bl Ad5 14 c4! Axc4 15 
Axc4 ®xc4 16 Shel ± Kosten-For- 
manek, Ramsgate 1981) and now 
White has no effective continuation: 



1) 12 £}cb5 (unsound) axb5 and 
now: 

la) 13 Axb5+ Ac6! (13...£te6 
14 fxe5 Wxe5 15 Axf6 gxf6 16 Shel 
Wg5+ 17 ^bl Ae7 V 2 -V 2 Lhagvas- 
uren-Savon, Belgorod 1991, even 
though 18 Axc6+ Axc6 19 ^xc6 
is ±) 14 fxe5 Axb5 15 exf6 £d7! 
(15...«e5? 16 Wc7 17 fxg7 
Axg7 18 Wg3 is dangerous) 16 £ff5 
(other moves are also inadequate) 
gxf6! 17 Axf6 Sg8 18 Wxh7 b3 19 
£>d6+ Ax d6 20 Sxd6 Sf8! 0-1 Psa- 
khis-Tukmakov, USSR 1st League 
1979. 

lb) 13 fxe5 and now: 

lbl) 13...£rfd7 14 £>xe6 Wb6 
(not 14...Wxe5? 15 £>c7+ #xc7 16 
We3+) 15 &xfS (15 £>d4 Sxa2 -+) 
4>xf8 16 Sxd7 £kd717 Wxd7 Wc6 ?. 
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lb2) 13...#xe5 14 JLxf6 gxf6 (or 
14...#xf6 transposing into the note 
to White’s 12th move) 15 JLxb5+ 
&e7 16 Shel i.e4 17 #h4#g5+ 18 
#xg5 fxg5 19 Sxe4 Sxa2 <*>. 

2) 12 fxe5 #xe5 13 i.xf6 gxf6! 
(13...’i r xf6?14<S)cb5!i.c5 15^xe6! 
axb5 {15...fxe6 16 ^h5+} 16£xb5+ 
£lc6 17 i.xc6+ i.xc6 18 £ic 7+ &f8 
19 £>xa8 #f4+ 20 *bl #b8 21 Shfl 
$Le7 22 #e6 1-0 Chiburdanidze- 
Tukmakov, USSR 1st League 1980) 

14 £b5+ (14 £>a4 £>c6 15 £ib3 2d8 
is clearly better for Black, Lepesh- 
kin-Dubinsky, Moscow 1964) axb5 

15 Shel #f4+ (15...Axg2 16 #xg2 
#g5+ 17 #xg5 fxg5 18 £lcxb5 is 
unclear; one line runs 18...Bxa2 19 
3>bl Sa5 20 ®c7+ &el 21 £}dxe6 
fxe6 22 Sxe6+ *f7 23 Hfl+ &g7 24 
Sef6 =) 16 *bl Sa6 17 -S3cxb5 (17 
#h5 bxc3 18 £lxe6 Sxe6 19 Sxe6+ 
&e7 20 Wxb5+ Ac6 21 Sxc6 £ixc6 
22 #xc6+ *f8 23 Wxc3 &d6 ? Yud- 
asin-Tukmakov, USSR Ch 1981) 
£d5 18 b3 (18 £ib3 &xb3 19 axb3 
Sc6! 20 Wd3 JLe7 21 Se4 #g5 0-1 
Korolev-Kopylov, corr 1988) £)d7 
19 #h5 iLc7 20 £>f5 #xf5 21 £)c7+ 
&d8 22 #xf5 exf5 23 £>xa6 £e6 T 
Goedkoop-Van der Plassche, corr 
1991. 

11 ... axb5 

ll...#b6 12 #h3!? (12 £>xd6+ 
i.xd6 13#b3 JLc7 14 exf6 gxf6 15 
£h4 £>d7 16 f5 e5 17 £lf3 £\c5 18 
tf e3 £ia4 19 #b3 £ic5 20 #e3 £>a4 
V 2 -V 2 Georgiev-Rashkovsky, Dubna 
1979) and now: 

1) 12...£ie4 13 £>xe6 axb5 14 
iLxb5+ £>c6 (14..JLc6 15 £>xg7+) 
15 exd6 jk.xd6 (15...<£)xd6 16 Shel 
+-) 16 Shel with a clear advantage 
for White. 


2) 12...axb5 13 exf6 Sxa2 14 *bl 
WaS 15 £xb5+ Ac6 16 £>b3 ±. 

3) 12...dxe5 13 fxe5 axb5 14 exf6 
2xa2 15 jLxb5+ Z£c6 16‘2)xe6 Bal+ 
17&d2#f2+ 18 J.e2 +-. 

12 ±xb5+(£>) 

The odd move 12 4ixb5 was a 
success in Carbonnel-Estrada, Paris 
Ch 1992 after 12...#d7 13 #e3 <S3d5 
14 Sxd5 i.xd5 15 #b6 f6 16 &c7+ 
<&f7 17 £ixa8 Ae7 18 £ic 7 fxg5 19 
f5 dxe5 20 fxe6+ JLxe6 21 ii.b5 #d6 
22 Sfl+ <&g6 23 #xd6 ±xd6 24 
£ixe6 ±. However, 12...#c8! ap¬ 
pears better. 

Delaying the capture on b5 does 
not help, for example 12 #h3 b3 13 
#xb3 &d5 14 £lxb5 #c5 15 #c3 
#xc3 16 bxc3 l S)e4 17Sxd5 exd5 18 

4)c7+ <&d7 19 <S)xa8 &C6 + El Ta- 
her-Magem Badals, Novi Sad OL 
1992. 



12 ... £>bd7 

Not 12...4)fd7? and now: 

1) 13 #h3? b3! (13...2xa2 14 
£)xe6 #b6 15 Shel! Sal+ 16 &d2 
Bxdl-i- 17 ^xdl dxe5 18 Sxe5 +-; 
13...Ae4 14 Shel d5 15 Sxe4 dxe4 
16 £>xe6 #c8 17 £>xf8 ±) 14 axb3 
(14#xb3.$.d5)dxe5 15 4ixe6 3a 1+ 
16 *d2 Sxdl-t-17 Sxdl #d6+ -+. 
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2) 13 £lxe6! fxe6 14 Wh3 <4>f7 
(14..JLd5 15 Sxd5 <4?f7 16 exd6 
&xd6 17 Sel +-) 15 f5 Ac4 (15...b3 

16 fxe6+ 4?g8 17 ®xb3 <Sic5 18 Wc4 
d5 19 Exd5 +-) 16 fxe6+ <&g8 17 
Wb3 Axc2 18 #xc2 ®xc2+ 19 &xc2 
£>xe5 20 e7 £.xe7 21 ±xe7 £ibc6 22 
.&xd6 and wins, Kr.Georgiev-Kas- 
parov, Malta OL 1980, 

13 Hi3 

Or 13 £>xe6? fxe6 14 ®h3 *f7! 

15 exf6 £e4 16 Wh5+ g6 17 We2 
£>c5 18 Shel Sxa2 -+ Jankowski - 
Jaworski, corr 1992. 

13 ... b3 

14 Wxb3 

Black wins after 14 exf6 bxa2 15 
&d2 (15 <£ixe6 aim 16 &d2 ®ca5+ 

17 S*?e3 #b6+ 18 4ld4 Ea3+ 19 bxa3 
#xa3+ 20 Sd3 ®xd4+ -+) «fa5+ 

16 c3 0-0-0! 17 b4 (17 fx g 7 £xg7 18 
£xd8 Hxd8 19 Axdl+ Sxd7 +) 
Wa3 18 fxg7 m2+! 19 £\c2 i.xg7 
20 i.xd8 Hxd8 21 £xd7+ &xd7 22 
Wd3 &e7 23 c4 d5 24 &e3 f5 25 cxd5 
Sc8 26 d6+ &d8 27 £ld4 i.xd4+! 
0-1 Heinrich-Hefka, corr 1992. 

14 ... ±d5 

15 c4 £se4 

16 ®c2 

16 *bl ±b7 17 Shel £>xg5 18 
fxg5 0-0-0 19 itxd7+ Sxd7 20 £>b5 
m5 is distincstly better for Black, 
Milu-Istratescu, Belgrade 1994. 

After 16 ®c2 (D) Black has a 
choice of promising continuations: 

1) 16...Sxa2 17 £bl Wa7 18 £>b3 
J&.b7! (not 18...jLa8 19c5!d5 20c6 
,&xc6, Kosten-Kuligowski, Lewis¬ 
ham 1981,21 Wxc6! Sxb2+ 22 <4>cl! 
Sc2+ 23 '#xc2 i.a3+ 24 *bl 0-0 25 
Jk.xd7 leaves White a rook and a 
piece up) 19Shel!(19 jLxd7+‘&xd7 
20 c5 JLd5 21 exd6 i.xd6! 22 Sxd5 



exd5 23 cxd6 Sa8 -+ Giinthner-Bel- 
enko, corr 1987) £>xg5 20 exd6?! 
(20 fxg5 is the critical line) 'A’dS! 21 
fxg5 g6 22 Wc3 Sg8 23 Se2 Ag7 24 
^b4 £>e5 25 £>c5 JiLc6! 26 Sdd2 
£id7! with a clear plus for Black, 
Morgado-Bryson, corr 1991. 

2) 16...Ab7 and White has no 
promising reply: 

2a) 17 Ah4 jgLe7! 18 £xe7 &xe7 
19 exd6+ £>xd6 20 &xd7 Sxa2! 
(20...Wxd7! 21 c5 Shc8 22<&bl &f8 
is also good) 21 c5 <5)e4 0-1 Choui- 
nard-Maliangkay, corr 1993. 

2b) 17 b4 <£sxg5 18 fxg5 0-0-0 19 
exd6 jk.xd6 20 c5 £>xc5 21 bxc5 
^.xc5 + Bokan-Rashkovsky, Sverd¬ 
lovsk 1989. 

2c) 17 Shfl!? d5! 18 &bl J&.c5 
19 cxd5 i.xd5 20 £>b3 Ab6 21 
Wxc7 JLx c 7 22 ±h4 i.d8 23 &el 
Sa7 24 f5! Sb7! 25 Sxd5!? exd5 26 
.SLc6 Sc7 27 JLxd5 ■SMc5 + Larsen- 
Maliangkay, corr 1991. 

2d) 17 Shel £ixg5 18 fxg5 0-0-0 
19 £xd7+ (19 exd6 £.xd6 20 g3 
£ib6 21 £lb3 iLe7 22 c5 £>d5 23 c6 
&a8 24 Jta6+ sfrb8 25 £M4 £ib4 -+ 
Hamers-Van Wieringen, corr 1987) 
Sxd7 20 £>b5 Wb6 21 4>bl,Van der 
Wiel-Brunner, Baden-Baden 1992, 
and now 21...dxe5! 22 Sxd7 ‘4 > xd7 



278 6$Lg5e6 7f4Wc7 


23 Sdl+ &c8 24 Wd2 ±c5 should 
win for Black. 

The conclusion is that the sacrifi¬ 
cial lines arising after 9 0-0-0 do not 
favour White. 

B3) 

9 f5!? (D) 

A provocative move. The pressure 
against e6 makes ...$Lbl impossible 
and normal developing moves such 
as 9.. JLe7 fail to 10 fxe6 fxe6 11 e5 
dxe5 (ll...&b7 12 £}xe6) 12 £idxb5 
and 13 #xa8. In fact Black has only 
two playable moves, 9.,.£>c6 and 
9...b4. 



This is the critical continuation. 
The alternative 9...£>c6 is good for 
White, e.g. 10 £>xc6 (10 e5 ^hxd4 11 
®xa8 dxe5 and 10 £}cxb5 axb5 11 
Axb5 Ad7 12 fxe6 £>xd4 13 Axd7+ 
&e7 are bad for White) Wxc6 and 
now: 

1) Ilfxe6fxe6 12 Axf6gxf6 13 
Wxf6 Sg8 (Black has sufficient play 
for the pawn) 14 $Le2 Jkel 15 ®d4 
Bxg2 (15...Sb8?! 16&h5+<£>d7 17 
Af3 Wb6 18 #d3 Wc5 19 0-0-0 We5 
20 i.b7 21 &bl and Black 


doesn’t have very much for the 
pawn, Yudasin-Ehlvest, Pamplona 
1991) 16 0-0-0 &b7 (Yudasin gave 
16...#c5 17 Wh8+ <&>d7 18 Af3! ai 
the critical line, but he didn’t men¬ 
tion 18...We3+ winning a piece; in¬ 
stead, 18 JLfl %5+ 19 *bl Wg7 is 
equal) 17 Bdgl Bxgl+ 18 Bxgl Wc5 
19 #xc5 dxc5 20 e5 Bd8 21 Bg7 
2d7 = Nisipeanu-Szuhanek, Roma¬ 
nia 1994. 

2) 11 jLxf6 gxf6 (eliminating the 
black knights stops one of them be¬ 
ing established at e5) 12 Ad3 &g7 
(12...±e7 13 0-0-0 {13 0-0! ±) &d7 
14 Shel Bc8 = Browne-Balashov, 
Skopje 1970) 13 fxe6! fxe6 14 #h5+ 
&d8 15 e5! Wc5 16 0-0-0 Wxc5 17 
Wf3 Sb8 18 Shel Wxh2 19 *bl! 
Ad7 20 g3 #h6 21 Shi Wg5 22 
Sh5 1-0 Nunn-Chandler, London 
1985 (for detailed notes, see John 
Nunn’s Best Games). 

10 £kb5! 

Not 10 fxe6 bxc3 11 Axf6 cxb2 
12 Sbl gxf6 13 Wxf6 *c3+ 14 &f2 
fxe6 15 Wxh8 £ic6 and Black is win¬ 
ning. 

10 ... axb5 

Black has an interesting alterna¬ 
tive in 10...Wb7!?. The game Ernst- 
Ungureanu, Berlin 1988 continued 
11 fxe6 fxe6 12 .&xf6 gxf6 13 Wxf6 
®xe4+ 14 *f2 #e5 15 &c7+ &d7 
16 Wxe5 dxe5 17 £>xa8 Ac5 18 Jke2 
Ab7 19 Af3 £>c6 20 c3 bxc3 21 bxc3 
Axa8 22 Bhdl &a7 0-1. Although 
...Wb7 looks odd, a refutation is not 
to hand, for example 11 fxe6 (11 e5 
£>e4 12 £ic7+ Wxc7 13 Wxc4 ±bl 
14 exd6 Axd6 15 We2 e5 ®) fxe6 12 
e5 and now: 

1) 12...dxe5 13 Vttxbl &xbl 14 
£lc7+ &f7 15 5Mxe6 ±. 
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2) 12...£se4 13 £>c7+ Wxcl 14 
Wxe4 d5 15 ifti4 '#'xe5+ 16i.e2 i.c5 

17 0-0-0 ±xd4 18 i.h5+ g6 19 2xd4 
gxh5 20 2xd5 #xd5 21 #xh5+ 4>d7 

22 2dl i.b7 23 ®f7+ <4>c8 24 2xd5 
£xd5 25 If6 2d8 26 ±xd8 4>xd8 
27 #xh7 ±. 

3) 12...#xf3! 13 gxf3 (13 £sc7+ 
*d7 14 &xf3 &xc7 15 exf6 gxf6 16 
jLxf6 2g8 =) axb5 14 exf6 ^?f7! 
with an unclear ending. 

11 JLxb5+ 

After 11 fxe6 $Lel 12 e5 dxe5 13 
±xf6 (13 £ixb5 Wb7 14 Wxb7 £xb7 
+ Piaeren-Averkin, USSR 1969) 
gxf6 14 jLxb5+ &f8 15 £if5 i.xe6 
(15...fxe6 16 £)xe7 &xe7 17 Wxa8 
Wb6 18 Wa4 Wd4 19 a3 i.d7, Murei- 
Spraggett, Paris Ch 1991,20.£.xd7! 
Wc3+ 21 &fl Wf4+ 22 <&c2 #e4+ 

23 *dl ±) 16 £ixe7 2a5 17 Wxf6 
2xb5 18 2fl ®xc2 19 Wxe6 We4+, 
Murei-Yudasin, Podolsk 1991 the 
game ends in perpetual check. 

11 ... £d7 

ll...'4’e7 12 fxe6 followed by 0-0 

or 2f 1 is very dangerous; if another 
piece goes to d7, White takes on e6 
in any case. 

12 fxe6 jtxb5 

13 £*b5 ®c5 

Or: 

1) 13...®b7 14 ±xf6 gxf6 15 0-0 
®xb5 16 Wxf6 ®e5 17 #xf7+ <S?d8 

18 #b7 #c5+ (18...d5 19 2f5 ®d4+ 
20 'i’hl +-) 19 <S?hl ®c6 20 2xf8+ 
2xf8 21 e7+ <S?e8 22 exf$W+ &xf8 
23 2fl+ +-. 

2) 13...Wc4 14 ±xf6 gxf6 15 
#xf6 Wxe4+ 16 &dl Wd5+ 17 <4>cl 
#xb5 18 exf7+ st?d7 19 #xh8 %5+ 
20 ‘S’bl ®xg2 21 2c 1 (a very odd 
position!) 5)c6 22 a3 £le5 23 ®xh7 
Wd5 24 ®f5+ 4>c7 25 axb4 2xal+ 


26 ^xal +- Maki-Arnason, Hel¬ 
sinki 1991. 

14 ±xf6 ®xb5 

Or 14...fxe6 15 £id4! (15 Wh3 
gxf6 16 Wxe6+ ±c7 17 0-0-0 Wxb5 
18 #c8+ &f7 19 Wxh8 2xa2 20 
#xh7+ V 2 -V 2 Monin-Kopylov, corr 
1988) gxf6 16 £)xe6 (16 Wxf6? ®e5) 
®c4 17 ®xf6 £id7 (17...Wxe4+ 18 
'4’dl only opens up fresh lines of at¬ 
tack against Black’s king) 18 £lc7+ 
®xc7 19 #xh8 £ie5 20 0-0 Wg7 21 
2xf8+ #xf8 22 Wxh7 ± (Rashkov- 
sky). 

15 jLxg7 

15 e5 fxe6 16 Wxa8 gxf6 17 0-0-0 
fxe5 18 Wf3 $Lc7 was good for 
Black in the game Luther-Rashkov- 
sky, Sverdlovsk 1989. 

15 ... ,&xg7 

16 #xf7+ &d8 

17 Wxg7 2e8 (D) 



Perhaps the critical position for 
the assessment of 9 f5. 

18 2fl 

Or 18 0-0-0 and now: 

1) 18...2xa2 19 2xd6+ <4>c8 20 
■ibl (20 b3 2xc2+ transposes) ®a5 
21 b3 2xc2! 22 &xc2 Wc5+ 23 4-bl 
Wxd6 24 2cl+ the6 and perpetual 
check is the most likely outcome. 
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2) 18...2xe6 19 2d5 (19 ®g8+ 
We8 «; 19 2hf 1 £d7 ?) «. 

18 ... b3 

18...2xe6 19 2f8+ 2e8 20 0-0-0 

wins. 

19 cxb3 

19 0-0-0!? is a creative alternative, 
for example 19...#c5 (19...bxa2 20 
2xd6+ <±>c8 21 ®c3+ <S?b7 22 Sf7+ 
+-) 20 Wf6+? (Ganesan correctly 
points out that 20 axb3! would have 
been much more dangerous) ^c7 21 
axb3 £ic6 22 %7+ &b6 23 2f7? 
Hg8 24 2b7+ <&a6 25 Wc7 2ac8 26 
®d7 2gd8 0-1 Hertzler-Ganesan, 
corr 1991. 

After 19 cxb3 Black can play: 

1) 19...#b4+ 20 *f2 «c5+ 21 
&e2 (21 <£g3 2a7 22 Wf6+ 2ae7 23 
2adl is equal, Velimirovid-Gaprin- 
dashvili, Bela Crkva 1984) ®b5+ 
(21...2a7 22 «T6+ 2ae7 23 2acl ±) 
22 *e3 Wc5+ 23 ®d4 Wxd4+ 24 
< ixd4 may be t. 

2) 19...Wa5+ 20 *dl Wh5+ 21 
g4 Wb5 22 2f3 2xe6 23 2f8+ 2e8 
24 ®f£+ <ic7 25 2f7+ <4>b6 26 
®xd6+ £>c6 27 2f5 2ad8 28 2xb5+ 
<&xb5 with equality, Hector-Rash- 
kovsky, Snekkersten 1992. 

These lines have a certain drawish 
tendency, both because White’s king 
is exposed to perpetual check and 
because many endings are drawn 
even if White has four or five pawns 
for the piece. The reason for the lat¬ 
ter is that White is unable to defend 
his far-flung pawn islands against a 
concerted attack by Black’s rook and 
knight. 

Line B3 certainly requires very 
accurate defence by Black. However, 
drawish positions tend to arise in the 
main line. 


C) 

8 ±d3(D) 



This move has a tendency to 
transpose into either chapter 2 (if 
Black plays ...Ae7) or chapter 14 (if 
Black plays ...£ibd7 but not ...Ae7). 
Here we only consider independent 
variations. 

8 ... £fod7 

Or: 

1) 8..JLe7 and now: 

la) 9 Wf3 b5 10 0-0-0 leads to 
chapter 2 if Black plays 10...£}bd7. 
Black can vary by 10...b4, but then 
11 e5 ^.b7 12 exd6 $Lxd6 13 £}e4 
looks good for White. 

lb) 9 ®e2?! is bad since after 
9...h6! White has the choice between 
losing a pawn by 10 «&h4 £>xe4 or 
giving up the two bishops by 10 
±xf6. 

lc) 9 £>f3 Wb6 10 Wd2 Wxb2 
11 0-0 £ic6 and Black is relatively 
well off compared with the Poisoned 
Pawn. 

2) 8...b5 (the most thematic move) 

9 ®e2 (9 £.x f6 may be better now 
than on move 8, as ...b5 is less useful* 
when Black may want to castle 
queenside) b4 10 £kil (10 £}bd7 

11 £>d2 Ae7 12 £>c4 d5 13 exd5 
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£}xd5 = Lerner-Averkin, USSR 1st 
League 1974) £>bd7 11 £tf2 Abl 
(U...Ael 12 0-0 Wb6 13 £ib3 Abl 
14 f5 £ie5 15 Ae3 Wc7 16 £>d4 Wdl 
17 fxe6 fxe6 18 £)h3 £ixd3 19 cxd3 
0-0 20 &g5 e5 21 5 h6 22 3 ± 

Geller-Balashov, USSR Ch 1975) 
12 0-0-0!? (12 0-0 Ael 13 £>f3 h6 
14 Ah4 £ih5! 15 Axe7?! £>xf4 16 
Wd2 £ixd3 17 cxd3 &xe7 18 Wxb4 
Wb6! ? Spraggett-Gelfand, Manila 
IZ 1990) Ael 13 Shel h6! 14 £.h4 
£>c5 15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 £>d5 17 
jLxe7 Wxe7 18 g3 0-0 19 £ie4 4)xe4 
20 ±xe4 Sfd8 21 Wf3 Sac8! ? 
Nisipeanu-Istratescu, Mamaia 1991. 

9 We2 

9 Wf3 b5 10 0-0-0 Abl 11 Shel 
transposes to chapter 14. 

The plan of Ad3 and We 2 is very 
dangerous here. The reason is that 
White builds up for e5 without hav¬ 
ing his e-pawn pinned by the b7- 
bishop, so after only a few moves 
(We2, 0-0-0 and Shel) White is 
ready for a crushing central advance. 
Normally White cannot achieve this 
formation, because an early Ad3 is 
met by ...Wb6 attacking b2 and d4. 
Thus the Ad3 and We2 plan is only 
really effective against an early 
...Wc7, because then ...Wb6 would 
involve losing a tempo. In the main 
line below Black continues with his 
normal developing moves, but this 
proves very risky. Therefore Black 
should deviate at some stage (prob¬ 
ably at move eight). 

9 ... b5 

Or 9.*.Ael and now: 

1) 10 0-0-0 (this looks best) h6 
11 Ah4 b5 (ll...£ic5? 12 e5) 12 
Shel g5 13 fxg5 hxg5 14 Axg5 b4 
(14...Sxh2? 15.&f4Bh8 16&xb5!) 


15 £ibl Abl 16 Sfl leaves Black 
without enough for the pawn. 

2) 10 (rather slow) h6 (not 

10.. .b5? 11 e5) 11 i.h4 £>c5 (ll...e5 
12 g3?! {12 f5} 0-0 13 0-0-0 Be8 14 
f5 b5 15 g4 Abl 16 g5 hxg5 17 
£ixg5 d5 18 £>xd5? Ax d5 19 exd5 
e4 0-1 Clement-Florea, coit 1979) 

12 0-0-0 b5 13 e5 dxe5 14 fxe5 £>d5 

15 *hxd5 exd5 16 Axel Wxe7 17 h3 

0-0 18 &d4 Wg5+ 19 &bl £>e6 20 
£)c6 21 Wf2 Adi 22 h4 Wg4 23 

£)e7+ <&h8 24 g3 £>xd3 25 Bxd3 
Bae8 26 £ixd5 Bxe5 ? Tal-Balashov, 
USSR Ch 1969. 

10 0-0-0 Abl 

10...b4 11 £M5! Wb7 12 Shel e5 

13 £>f3 £>xd5 14 exd5 f6 15 Ah4 
Ael 16 fxe5 £ixe5 17 £>xe5 fxe5 18 
Wh5+ wins, Sharavdorj-Tay vanbaa- 
tar, Mongolian Ch 1994. 

11 Shel Ael 

Allowing e5 is risky, but there is 

no forced win for White. The alter¬ 
native is 11...0-0-0, although bearing 
in mind that White is a tempo up 
over the already favourable line 4d4 
in the note to Black’s 11th move in 
line A2 of chapter 14, one cannot of¬ 
fer Black much hope. Indeed, the im¬ 
mediate 12 Axb5 (12 e5? dxe5 13 
fxe5 Wxe5!) is very dangerous. 

12 e5 dxe5 

13 fxe5 *hd5 (D) 

14 Axel 

Keres’s suggestion 14 %3xe6 is 
also interesting. He gave the vari¬ 
ations: 

1) 14...fxe6 15 Wh5+ *d8 (or 

15.. .g6 16 Axg6-\- hxg6 17 Wxg6+ 
{17 Wxh8+ ®tf8 18 Axel Wxe7 19 
$3e4 ±} <&d8 18 $3xd5 .&xd5 19 
£xe7+ *c8 20 Be3 <&b7 21 Ad6 ±) 

16 £ixd5 Axd5 17 JLxe7+ &xel 18 
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Wg5+ *e8(18...*f8 19 2fl+4>g8 
20 Wei) 19 Wxg7 ±. 

2) 14..J&xg5+ 15 £>xg5 £)xc3 16 
bxc3 ®xc3 17 Wg4\ Wa3+ 18 &d2 
(18 <&bl? Ad5) ®a5+ 19 &e2! and 
Black loses material. 

However, there are improvements 
for Black in this analysis. First of all, 
in line 1 Black can play 18...$f8 19 
£fl+ &e8! and now 20 Wxg7 can be 
met by 20...Wxe5!. Even more clear- 
cut is 17...£*c5! in line 2. This threat¬ 
ens to take on d3, and after 18 
£}xd3 19 cxd3 0-0 White’s king is 
the more exposed. 

14 ... £lxc3 

But not 14... < &xe7 (14...£>xe7 15 
£xb5 +-) 15 Wg4 £>xc3 16 £>xe6! 
®c6 17 Wg5+ +-. 

15 Wg4 

15 bxc3 <&xe7 16 Wg4 .&d5! is 
unclear. 


15 ... £>xdl 

Not 15...£}xe5 (15...^?xe7 16^xe6 
+- as above) 16 Wxgl ^xdl 17 2xe5 
®xe7(17...&xe7 18Sxe6+&d7 19 
®xf7+ &c8 20 Se8+ +-) 18 Wxh8+ 
^?d7 19 Wgl thf2 20 Axh7 with a 
clear plus for White. 

16 £}xe6 

16 £d6 favours White, according 
to Keres. He gave: 

1) 16...£>f2 17 Wxg7 £>xd3+ 18 
*bl 0-0-0 19 cxd3!. 

2) 16...Wa5 17 Wg5! f6 18 ®h5+ 
&d8 19 £>xe6+ <£>c8 20 fixdl. 

3) 16...®b617%5^f618exf6 
Wxd6 19 £tf5! ± 

However, once again this needs 
correcting. Black can play 16...®xfe5! 
17 £xe5 £>f2! 18 #xg7 £>xd3+ 19 
*bl £>xe5 20 Wx h8+ <&e7 21 Wxe5 
Wxe5 22 Sxe5 £xg2 and Black 
should win. 

16 ... Wc6? 

After 16...fxe6 17 £d6 Wb6 18 

®xe6+ 4>d8 19 Af5 Ac6 20 Sxdl' 
®e3+ 21 *bl We2 the position is 
unclear. 

17 £tocg7+ < 4>xe7 

White is winning. 

The game Spassky-Rashkovsky, 
USSR Ch 1973 concluded: 18 Wg5+ 
f6 (18...*f8 19 £>f5 ®tf2 20 e6! +-) 
19 exf6+ 4>d8 20 f7+ &c7 21 Wf4+ 
1 - 0 . 
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This is another line in which Black 
attempts to play ...b5 before com¬ 
pleting his development. Once again 
play becomes very sharp as White 
tries to break through in the centre. 
However, it seems that the most vio¬ 
lent attempts do not offer White any 
advantage. 

1 e4 c5 2 £if3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £sxd4 
£sf6 5 £>c3 a6 6 £g5 e6 7 f4 £>bd7 

(D) 



Now there are three plans: 

A: 8 #f3 
B: 8®e2 
C: 8 ±c4 

Or 8 Ae2 (8 i.d3?! ^b6 9 £b3 
h6 is fine for Black) and now: 

1) 8...#b6 9 Wd2 i.e7 (there 
seems little point to S.-.l^bb if Black 
is not going to take the pawn) 10 
0-0-0 h6 11 h4!? (11 iLh4 is possi¬ 
ble) hxg5 12 hxg5 Sxhl 13 Hxhl 


£>g8 14 Sh8 *f8 15 g6 £ic 5 16 gxf7 
*xf7 17 £h5+ 4>f8 18 £g6 with a 
dangerous attack, Westerinen-Vito- 
ling, Jurmala 1978. 

2) 8..JLe7 9 Wd2 (9 0-0 #b6 10 
&hl Wxb2 11 #d2 Wb6 12 i.f3 0-0 

13 Sabi #c7 14 f5 £le5 15 £lce2 
4)c4 16 ©el e5 + Niedermaier-Diet- 
ze, Bundesliga 1985) Wcl 10 £.f3 h6 

11 i.xf6 (11 i.h4? £lxe4 +) £xf6 

12 h4 &b6 13 0-0-0 i.d7 14 g4 ftc4 
15 #d3 2c8 16 b3 £ie3! 17 #xe3 
#xc3 18 #xc3 2xc3 ? Ljubojevi6- 
Gelfand, Linares 1991. 

A) 

8 #f3 ®c7 

8....&e7 9 ^.c4 is good for White, 
e.g. 9...h6 10 i.xf6 J$.xf6 11 0-0-0 
Wb6 12 £\xe6! fxe6 13 Jkxe6 £)f8 

14 ±b3 i.e6 15 e5 dxe5 16 Shel 
with more than enough for the piece, 
Budde-Schultz, Bundesliga 1986. 

9 0-0-0 

This is the most natural move, al¬ 
though several others have been 
tried. Here are a few samples: 

1) 9 $Le2 b5 10f5!? (very sharp) 
b4 (10...£se5 11 Wg3 b4 12 £.xf6 
gxf6 13 £ldl Wc5 14 £sb3 #xc2 15 
fxe6 fxe6 16 .&h5+ < 4?e7 17 0-0 il.h6 
18 £>e3 #d3!? ®) H fxe6 £ie5!? 
(Il...bxc3 12 exd7+ £)xd7 13 0-0 
£>e5 14 #xc3 ±) 12 Wxf6! gxf6 13 
£)d5 Wall 14 £)xf6+ *d8 15 £ld5+ 
&e8 16 £tf6+ 4>d8 17 £>d5+ V 2 -V 2 
Ljubojevi6-Gelfand, Novi Sad OL 
1990. 
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2) 9a4!?Ae710Ae2h611 Ah4 
£}xe4 12 Axe7 £\xc3 13 bxc3 ^xe7 
14 0-0 Se8 + Shabalov-Wolff, USA 
Ch 1993. 

3) 9 Ad3 h6 10 Axf6 &xf6 11 
0-0-0 e5? (1 l...Ae7 =) 12 Ae6 
13 £M5 Axd5 14 exd5 £k!7 15 Shel 
0-0-0 16 Se4 Wa5 17 a3 g6 18 £>e3 
f5 19 Sc4+ &b8 20 Wg3 *> Boey- 
Gutman, Brussels OHRA 1987. 

9 ... b5 (D) 



Now we have three lines, all criti¬ 
cal for the assessment of 7...£ibd7. 
In line A3 White sacrifices a piece, 
while in A1 two pieces are invested 
in the attack. The relatively calm 10 
Ad3 (A2) may be met by the solid 
10...Ab7 11 Shel 0-0-0, but if Black 
plays 11 ...#b6, then White sacrifices 
again. All these lines are very sharp, 
so assessments may change with the 
discovery of a single tactical finesse, 
but at the time of writing line A2 ap¬ 
pears to offer White the best chance. 
However, this line has the defect that 
Black can transpose to chapter 2, and 
he should probably take this chance. 

Al: 10 e5 
A2: 10 Ad3 
A3: 10 Axb5 


Other moves: 

1) 10 a3 transposes into chapter 
13, line B, note to White’s 9th. 

2) 10 g4 b4 (10...Ab7 is a safe 
and sensible reply; Black can trans¬ 
pose to chapter 1 by 10...Ae7) 11 
£>ce2 (11 ^d5!? exd5 12 exd5 Ab7 
13 2el+ <£d8 14 £>c6+ Axc615 dxc6 
£\b6 16 Axf6+ gxf6 17 We4 Ae7, 
Dengler-V.Gurevich, Cham 1992,18 
Ac4! £>xc4 19 Wxc 4 is unclear) Ab7 
(ll...d5 12 £\g3 is too risky, e.g. 
12...dxe4 13 £>xe4 £}xe4 14 #xe4 
£>b6 15 &b5! axb5 16 Axb5+ 1-0 
Albrecht-Spoden, corr 1975) 12 £>g3 
Sc8 13 Axf6 £\xf6 14 Ad3 g6 15 
Shf 1 Ag7 16 f5 e5 17 £>b3 Ah6+ 18 
&>bl Ag5 19 £>d2 0-0 20 Shi d5 21 
exd5 £>xd5 ? Vatter-Dvoirys, Buda¬ 
pest 1989. 

3) 10 Axf6 £>xf6 (10...gxf6 11 
Ad3 {11 e5 Ab7 12 #h3 fxe5 13 
£>xe6 fxe6 14 #xe6+ Ae7 15 Axb5 
*d8! 16 fxe5 axb5 17 £>xb5 #c8 18 
£>xd6 Axd6 19 Wxd6 5a6 + Iacob- 
Berecz, corr 1991} h5 12 Shel b4 
13 £>d5 exd5 14 exd5+ ^e5 15 fxe5 
fxe5 16 h3 #e7 17 £>c6 ± Gemein- 
der-Kettler, Hessenliga 1993) 11 e5 
Ab7 and now: 

3a) 12 Axb5+? axb5 13 £kixb5 
#b8! (13...®b6? 14 Bxd6! +) fa¬ 
vours Black. 

3b) 12 Wg3 and now: 

3bl) 12...£kl5 13 &xd5 Axd5 14 
&bl 0-0-0 15 Ae2 1 Strauts-Babu- 
rin, USSR 1986. 

3b2) 12...£>e4 13 &xe4 Axe4 14 
Ad3 (14 exd6 Axd6 15 #xg7 Axf4+ 
16 <£bl Ae5 17 %4 f5 ?) Axd3 15 
Sxd3 g6 16 f5!7 gxf5 17 4ixf5 dxe5 
18 $3gl+ Axg7 19 #xg7 Sf8 20 
Shdl t Sendera-Kr.Georgiev, Mys- 
lenice 1987. 
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3b3) 12...dxe5 13 £>cxb5! (not 
13 fxe5 £M7 14 £>f3 Sc8 + Rashi- 
dian-Karpman,GieBen 1994) Wb6! 
(13...axb5? 14iLxb5+ &e7 15 fxe5 
£le4 16 #f4! Sxa2 (not 16...g5? 17 
£>f5+! exf5 18 #xf5 +-} 17 <4>bl 
Wa5 18 £>b3 #xb5 19 Ehfl #e8 20 
&xa2 ±) 14 fxe5 <&e4 15 #b3 £c5 
16 £>d6+ £>xd6 17 #xb6 £xb6 18 
exd6 = V 2 -V 2 Diaz-Shneider, Havana 
1990. 

3c) 12 #h3 dxe5 13 £icxb5 (13 
£)xe6 fxe6 14 #xe6+ #e7 15 Wb6 
is an incredible idea; 15...Bc8 16 
fxe5 £ie4 17 £ixb5 #c5 18 #66+ 
£.e7 19 Wd7+ *f8 20 £id4 £d5 21 
.&xa6 ± was Pinkas-Skalik, Poland 
Ch 1993 and although it is hard to 
believe that the sacrifice is sound, no 
obvious refutation is visible) #b6! 
(13...axb5 14 .&xb5+ &e7 15 fxe5 
#xe5 16 Ehel #f4+ 17 &bl £d5 18 
£ic6+ £xc6 19 £xc6 Eb8 20 #a3+ 
#b4 21 #a7+ 1-0 Rogulj-Kr.Geor- 
giev, Varna 1977) 14 fxe5 £ie4 (the 
calm 14...£)d5! « gives Black suffi¬ 
cient play in return for the pawn) 
15 jk.c4 0-0-0? 16 £)xe6 is winning 
for White, Krakops-Skomorokhin, 
Berlin Summer 1993. 

Al) 

10 e5 i.b7 

11 #h3 

Not 11 £>dxb5? axb5 12 £sxb5 
#b6 13 Sxd6 £.xd6 14 #xb7 #e3+ 
15 *dl 0-0 16 #f3 $3g4 and Black 
wins, Bode-Roschlau, Lugano 1989. 

11 ... dxe5 

12 £)xe6 fxe6 

13 #xe6+ &e7 (D) 

Of the three choices, All leads to 

perpetual check, A12 is unclear and 
A13, which has been played quite 



frequently recently, seems to be at 
least equal for Black: 

All: 14±xf6 
A12: 14 ±xb5 
A13: 14£>xb5 

All) 

14 ±xf6 gxf6 

Not 14...£>xf6? 15 Axb5+ *f8 
16 fxe5 Ac 8 (there is nothing better; 
16...axb5 17 exf6 +-; 16...i.xg2 17 
i.c4 +-) 17 #c6 #a7 18 exf6 gxf619 
jLc4 +- Richardson-Mostow, corr 
1965. 

15 £e2 

15£xb5!?axb5 16<5)xb5#c6 17 
£id6+ #xd6 18 Sxd6 £c5 19 #f5 
JLe4 20 #h5+ JLg6, Tseitlin-Gut- 
man, USSR 1971,21 #dl £)b3+ 22 
&bl Ec8 23 2d3 £id4 24 fxe5 fxe5 
25 Eel «. 

15 ... h5 

Not 15...#c6? 16 ±h5+ &d8 17 
Bxd7+#xd7 18Sdl nor 15...£c6? 
16 i.h5+ 4>d8 17 <SM5, and White 
wins in both cases. 

16 £>d5 

This move heads for a draw. 
Plenty of other moves have been 
tried, but of the alternatives only line 
4 is interesting: 
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1) 16 Af3 Axf3! (16...e4? 17 
Axe4 Qf8 18 #f5 Ac8 19 -S)d5 #d6 

20 £)xf6+ *f7 21 Ad5+ 4>g7 22 
4ie8+ 1-0 Jongman-Kolenbrander, 
coir 1978) 17 gxf3 £rf8 18 #f5 #c8 
(18...Sd8 19 Bxd8+ Axd8 20 Sdl 
Eh6 21 fxe5 fxe5 22 f4 £>e6 23 £>d5 
#g7 + Martins-Barcenilla, Parnaiba 
U-26 Wcht 1995) 19 #e4 Sa7! 20 
fxe5 f5 21 #e2 £le6 + Wittmann- 
Jezek, corr 1992. 

2) 16 £ixb5?! axb5 17 &xb5 0-0-0 
18 #xe7 was Westerinen-Jakobsen, 
Raach Z 1969 and now 18...exf4! is 
slightly better for Black. 

3) 16 Ad3 <5)f8 17 #h3 exf4 18 
Shel Sd8 19 a4 b4 20 £)e4 &f7 21 
g3 b3 22 #fl Sd4 23 £>c3 bxc2 24 
Ag6+ £)xg6 -+ Tringov-Polugaev- 
sky, Skopje 1971. 

4) 16 fxe5 £lf8 17 #b3 5d8 (not 
17...fxe5? 18 Shfl Ag5+ 19 <&>bl 
Ed8 20 Edel Ed7 21 Ef5 Ad2 22 
Bef 1 #c5 23 <S)xb5 axb5 24 £.xb5 ± 
Meiers-Gusakov, Riga 1992) 18 exf6 
#f4+ 19 &bl Bxdl+ 20 Bxdl #xf6 

21 4)xb5 axb5, Kuindzhi-Tseitlin, 
USSR 1971, 22 Axb5+ Ac 6 23 Efl 
#d6 24 Axc6+ #xc6 25 #b8+ &d7 
26 #a7+ =. 

16 ... jiLxdS 

17 Exd5 (D) 



17 ... £ib6 

17...£)c5 also seems to lead to a 
draw after 18 WtS #c6! 19 *g6+ 

^f8 and now: 

1) 20 Bxe5?! Bc8! (20...#e8 21 
#f5 #c8 22 #g6 #e8 23 Wf5 #c8 
V 2 -V 2 Schulman-Parma, Lugano OL 
1968) 21 Bxh5 (21 Axh5 £id3+! 22 
#xd3 fxe5 T) Eg8! 22 fh6+ *f7! 
with an edge for Black. 

2) 20 Ehdl #e8 (20...4te6 21 
Axh5 Exh5 22 #xh5 £sxf4 23 #h8+ 
*f7 24 #h7+ *f8 {24...&e6 25 
S5d2 ±} 25 #h8+ =) 21 #f5 #c8 
(21...exf4? 22 Bxc5 Axc5 23 #xf6+ 
&g8 24 #g5+! &f8 25 *xc5+ +-) 

22 #g 6 #e6 23 Axh5 Wg8 24 Bd8+ 
(24 #f5 #xg2 25 Sxc5 Bxh5! 26 
#xh5 Axc5 27 #h8+ &e7 28 Wh7+ 
is also a draw) Bxd8 V 2 -V 2 Van der 
Wiel-Kasparov, Amsterdam 1991 as 
25 Sxd8+ Axd8 26 #e8+ *g7 27 
#g6+ is perpetual check. 

After 17...£lb6, White’s best is 
probably to take the draw: 

1) 18 Axh5+ Sxh5 19 Wg8+ Af8 

20 #e6+ V 2 -V 2 Capelan-Polugaev- 
sky, Solingen 1974. 

2) 18Ad3?!&f8(18...Sh6isan 
immediate draw by 19 #g8+) 19 A.g6 
&g7! (19...Ad8? 20 Exd8+! Sxd8 

21 #xf6+ &g8 22 Af7+ #xf7 23 
#xd8+ ± Khavsky-Gutman, Sevas¬ 
topol 1970) 20 #17+ &h6 21 Ae4 
(or 21 Af5 Eag8 22 Ed3 #c4 23 
#xh5+ &g7 -+) Bag8 22 Ed3 A.d8 

23 #e6 #c8 — 1 - Georgadze-Gut- 
man, USSR 1972. 

3) 18 Sd3 (the only reasonable 
way to try to avoid the draw) 5)a4 
(18...Bc8?! 19 Sc3 £ic4 20 Edl 
exf4 {20...#c6 21 Axh5+ Exh5 22 
#g8+ Af8 23 #g6+ &e7 24 #xh5 
+ ) 21 Ad3 Eh6 22 #g8+ Af8 23 
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2el+ &d7 24 ®e6+ 1-0 Howell- 
Britton, Sheffield 1991) 19®f5 (19 
2g3 <&f8 20 .&xh5 Wc4! refutes the 
attack) exf4? 20 Axh5+ if8, Titie- 
Lundholm, corr 1965, 21 Wd5 2xh5 
22 ®xh5 2c8 23 Wh8+ <4>f7 24 ®h7+ 
•if8 25 2h3 +-. However, improve- 
ments on Black’s 19th move are not 
hard to find, for example 19. 

A12) 

14 Axb5 axb5 

15 £>xb5 #c6 

Definitely best. After 15...'B f b6 16 

£>d6+ &d8 17 £ixb7+ &c7 18 Wxe7 
Sxa2, Engel-Nikolic, corr 1983, and 
now White can continue 19 b4! #f2 

20 Sxd7+ £ixd7 21 Wd6+ <4>c8 22 
Wc6+ 4?b8 23 *bl Sa7 24 £ia5 ±. 

16 £ld6+ &d8 

17 fxe5 

Not 17 £lxb7+? &c7 18 #xe7 
Exa2 +, nor 17 £tf7+? &c 7 18 Wxe 7 
4ld5! 19 Sxd5 #xd5 20 <Slxh8 Exa2 

21 ^bl Ha8 -+ Haag-Kluger, Buda¬ 
pest 1968. 

17 ... <4>c7 (D) 

Or: 

1) 17...4)d5 18 Axe7+ £)xe7 (or 

18.. .*c7 19 &bl ±) 19 £if7+ (19 
WfJ Ac8! {19...Aa6 20 e6 £)c5 21 
Ed4 £kl3+ 22 *bl ^e5 23 £if5+ 
4)d5 24 Hxd5+ 1-0 Astashin-Freod, 
USSR 1968} and I cannot see a good 
continuation for White) 'A’eS (not 

19.. .*c7? 20 2d6 Wa4 21 Shdl 
Ad5 22 S6xd5 £jxd5 23 Wd6+ *c8 
24 WxdS winning, Aria Nejad-Ra- 
him Khani, Teheran 1991) 20 £\d6+ 
(20 #xc6 Ax c6 21£)xh8 Ad5 22 e6 
Axe6 23 Ehel Sa6 24 a4 £>c8 25 
2d3 *e7 26 2de3 « Hector-Nedo- 
bora, Aceimar 1995) ^8 21 Ed2!? 
(avoiding the draw) £sc8 (21.,.'&c7!) 


22 2hdl 43cb6 23 ®b3 &c7 24 £>xb7 
#xb7? (24...£>xe5 ±) 25 2xd7+ +- 
Dragomirescu-Malanca, Romania 
Cht 1992. 

2) 17...Ee8 18 exf6 gxf6 19 
£ixb7+ &c7 (19...Wxb7 20 Af4 ±) 

20 2xd7+ (20 Af4+ £se5 «) «fxd7 

21 Af4+ 4>c8 22 Wxd7+ (22 Wb3 
Wa4! ±) <4>xd7 23 2dl+ &e6 24 a3 
2a6 25 Ed3 2c8, Bronstein-Ciocal- 
tea, Kislovodsk 1968, and now ac¬ 
cording to Spassky White is better 
after 26 2b3. 



18 #xe7 

Or: 

1) 18 Axf6 (the safest) gxf6 19 
Wxe7 2xa2 20 £>xb7 (20 c4 *b8 21 
Wg7 2c8 22 2hel 1^6 23 2e2 Wb3 
24 Ec2 #b4 25 *bl #a5 26 Ec3 
Wa4 0-1 Kupka-Tseitlin, Czechoslo¬ 
vakia 1973) Eal+ 21 <&>d2 Wd5+ 22 
&e2 Wxg2+ 23 4>e3 Wg5+, Wins- 
nes-Svensson, Swedish Ch 1991,24 
'&f2 Wh4+ 25 < i?e3 #g5+ is a draw. 

2) 18 ‘A’bl (this was mentioned 
in The Najdorf for the Tournament 
Player, but it has not been repeated) 
£>d5?! (18...Axd6 19 Exd6 Wxg2 
20 2hdl is very dangerous since 

20...'S f xg5? 21 2xd7+ £>xd7 22 
2xd7+ <4?b8 23 ®d6+ 4>a7 24 ®c5+ 
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mates; 18..JLf8!? could be best, and 
indeed it is hard to see a good reply 
to this move) 19 JLxe7 2xa2 20 c4! 
(20 &xa2? £)b4+) #a4 (20...Hal + 
21 *xal Wa4+ 22 *bl <5^3+ 23 *cl 
+-) 21 £)b5+ 4>c8 22 £a3! Hxa3 23 
bxa3 £)c3+ 24 ^cl! <2)xdl 25 Hxdl 
<&b 8 26 Hxd7 Hc 8 27 Hxb7+ <S?xb7 
28 £id 6 + 1-0 Espig-Bramauer, Stro- 
beck 1970. 

3) 18 Hhel!? (a new idea) £id5 
19 ixe7 Hxa2 20 c4 £ixe7 21 #xe7 
Hal+ 22 &d2 Hxdl+ 23 Hxdl Aa6 

24 &c3 *b 8 25 b3 £lc5 26 Hd5 
1^6 27 b4 £)b7 « Kofidis-Kotro- 
nias, Greek Ch 1996. Even though 
White has three useful pawns for the 
piece, his exposed king makes per¬ 
petual check a likely outcome. 

18 ... Hxa2 

18...5M5 may be better, for exam¬ 
ple 19 Hxd5 Wxd5 20 Hd 1 #xe5! 21 
£ixb7 (21 £)e8+ Haxe8 22 Hxd7+ 
&c 6 -+) Wxe7 22 ±xe7 Exa2 23 
Hd3 (23 *bl Hha8 24 ita3 H2xa3 

25 bxa3 Hb8 -+) Hal+ 24 &d 2 Hgl 
with an edge for Black. 

After 18...Hxa2 White can try: 

1 ) 19 Hd4? (an unjustified win¬ 
ning attempt) Hal+ 20 4?d2 #xg 2 + 
21 &c3 #f3+ 22 <&b4 Ha4+! 23 
&xa4 ±c 6 + 24 *b4 Hb 8 + 25 < ic4 
£>d5! 26 £>e 8 + Hxe 8 27 #d 6 + <&b7 
-+ Planinc-Minic, Ljubljana-Por- 
toroz 1973. 

2 ) 19-&xft>Hal+(19...gxf6trans- 
poses to line 1 in the note to White’s 
18th move) 20 <*d2 Wd5+ 21 <£e2 
#xg2+ 22 <ie3 Wf3+ 23 <S?d2 #d5+ 
drawing, Ajanski-Commons, Plov¬ 
div 1976. 

3) 19 exf6 Hal-i- 20 4d2 *d5+ 
21 4>c3 #a5+ 22 &d3 #d5+ V 2 -V 2 
Vitolins-Yuferov, Moscow 1972. 


While a few points remain un» 
clear, one gains the strong impres* 
sion that one way or another this line 
should lead to a draw. 

A13) 

14 £atb5 axb5 

15 ±xb5 £e4! (D) 

The strongest move. Alternatives: 

1) 15...0-0-0 16 #xe7 and now: 

la) 16...jLxg2?l 17 Hhel exf4 
(17..JLe4 18 £d3 ±) 18 #b4! with a 
very strong attack. 

lb) 16 ...£ic5?! 17 Wxcl+ *xc7 

18 fxe5 ± Van der Wiel-Schendstock, 
Netherlands 1981. 

lc) I 6 ...I 16 17 jLxf 6 4ixf6 (this is 
slightly better than 17...gxf6?! 18 
Jkxd7+ Hxd7 19 Wxf 6 ±) 18Wxc7+ 
^>xc7 19 fxe5 £le4 20 e 6 , Van der 
Wiel-Ginting, Lucerne OL 1982, and 
now 20 ...£ld 6 21 .&a4 Ac 6 would 
have been ±. 

l d) 16...exf4 17 #xg7 (17 tfb4 
<&e5 18 #xf4 Hd5 19 Hxd5 £lxd5 
20 Wf5+ *b 8 21 Hel £)g 6 « Zhel- 
iandinov-Polugaevsky, USSR Ch 
1967; 17 Hd4?! 4ic5 18Wxc7+ *xc7 

19 £xf4+ &b 6 20 Hxd 8 Hxd 8 21 
a4 JLc 6 22 jLxc 6 &xc6 % L.Garcia- 
Yudasin, Seville 1993) Hhg 8 18 
£xd7+ £)xd7 19 iLxd 8 Hxg7 20 
±xc7 4’xc7 21 Hhfl Hxg2 22 Hxf4 
Hxh 2 23 Hf7 lc 6 24 b3 h5 25 a4 ±. 

2 ) 15...Hd8 16 Hhel e4 17 i.xf 6 ! 
gxf 6 18 g3 Hf 8 (18,..f5 19 He3 £c 8 

20 #xf5 ±) 19 He3 Hf7 (19...i.c8! 

20 Hxe4 Hf7 is unclear) 20 Hc3 Wa5 

21 Hc5! IChudinovskikh-Grigoria- 
dis, USSR 1982. 

3) 15..Jtd5? 16 Hxd5 £sxd5 17 
Hdl! (17 #xd5? Hc 8 +) 0-0-0 (or 
17...fic8 18 c4! Wd 6 19#xd6i.xd6 
20 Hxd5 +-) 18 Hxd5 ±xg5 19 fxg5 
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e4 20 Sd6 2he8 (20...#a7 21 b3! e3 
22 2c6+ 4b7 23 2a6 +-) 21 &xd7+ 
#xd7 22 #c4+ #c7 23 2c6 and 
White wins, Chudinovskikh-Kupo- 
rosov, USSR 1980. 



16 2d2 

Or. 

1) 16 i.xd7+ 4f8 17 c3 Aa3! 
(17...2a3? 18 #xe5!) 18 #xe5 #b6 

19 2d2 2a5! T. 

2) 16 c4 0-0-0 17 #xe7 h6 18 
Jlxf6 gxf6 19 2xd7 2xd7 20 i.xd7+ 
#xd7 21 #c5+ #c7 22 #xc7+ 
4xc7 23 fxe5 f5! 24 2hfl 2a8 + 
Zheliandinov-Gutman, USSR 1970. 

3) 16 c3 and now: 

3a) 16...2d8 17 fxe5 £d5 18 
2xd5 £>xd5 19 2dl #b6 (19...*f8 

20 iLxe7+ £lxe7 21 i.xd7 +-) 20 
3ic6 #xc6 21 #xc6 jLxg5+ 22 4bl 
£>e7 23 #05 +- Chudinovskikh- 
Karpman, Smolensk 1991. 

3b) 16...0-0-0 17 #xe7 #b6! 
(17...2he8? 18 #b4 i.b7 19 fxe5 
#xe5 20 i.f4 #e7 21 #c4+ #c5 
22 2xd7 +- M.Pribyl-Vasilchenko, 
Hlinsko 1993) 18 #b4 #e3+ 19 
2d2 h6?? (an incredible blunder al¬ 
lowing mate in two; after 19...£)b8! 
Black is winning) 20 jLa6+ 1-0 Van 
der Wiel-Gutman, Amsterdam 1984. 


16 ... 4f8 

Not 16...0-0-0 17 #xe7 h6 18 
.&xf6 gxf6 19 2hdl ±. 

17 ±c4! 

17 ±xd7 A.b4! 18 c3 i.xc3 19 
bxc3 #xc3+ 20 4dl #al+ 21 4e2 
#xhl and now Black’s king can es¬ 
cape the checks on g6, while after 22 
£xf6 #xg2+ 23 4el #gl+ 24 4e2 
•&f3+! 25 4xf3 Sa3+ White has to 
give up his queen. 

After 17 iLc4! Black has an edge: 
17...i.g6 18 &xf6 £>xf6 19 fxe5 
iSLb4! 20 Sf2 £f7 (20...Se8? 21 
Sxf6+! +-) 21 #xf7+ #xf7 22 .£xf7 
4xf7 23 a3 £e7 (or 23...£c5 24 Sf3 
She8 25 exf6 gxf6 26 Bhfl Sa6 27 
g4 h6 ¥ Wittmann-Gutman, Beer- 
sheba 1985) 24 exf6 &.xf6 25 c3 h5 
26 Bdl?! (26 He2!? h4 27 h3 Bh5 28 
Sdl) h4 27 h3 Bhe8 ¥ Kamsky-Gel- 
fand, Linares 1993. 

The general conclusion is that the 
complications arising from 10 e5 
tend to lead to a draw. 

A2) 

10 &d3 &b7 

Or: 

1) 10...b4?! 11 £>d5! (11 ^ce2 
ib7 is inferior) exd5 12 Shel ib7 
(12...Jte7 transposes to chapter 2, 
line A, note to Black’s 11th) 13 
exd5+ 4d8 14 £ic6+ ^.xc6 15 dxc6 
5)c5 16 £xf6+ gxf6 17 i.c4 Sa7 18 
#d5 £e6 19 f5 4)g7 20 Se4 #b6 21 
i.b3 Sc7 22 i.a4 4c8 23 #d2 ± 
Griinfeld-Gutman, Holon 1986/7. 

2) 10...#b6 11 Shel (11 £xf6 
gxf6 12 e5 ±b7 13 i.e4 d5 14 &xd5 
ixd5 15 5)xd5 exd5 16 e6 fxe6 17 
#h5+ 4d8 18 #f7 #d6 is moder¬ 
ately unconvincing, Wu Shaobin-Lin 
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Weguio, Beijing 1993) b4?! (not the 
best; ll...Wxd4 12 e5 Wa7 13 exf6 
gxf6 14 jk.h4 is also good for White, 
but Black can and should transpose 
to the main line by H...jLb7) 12 
£>d5! exd5 13 e5 dxe5 14 fxe5 £ie4 
15 e6! fxe6, Buzbuchi-Gutman, Porz 
1984, and now 16 Axe4! dxe4 17 
Wxe4 Ab7 18 Wg4 e5 19 4M3 Wc6 
20 Sxd7 would have given White a 
decisive attack. 

11 Shel (D) 

The most logical move. 11 g4 is 
too slow after ll...Wb6! 12 £ib3 b4 
13 £>e2 a5 14 &bd4 Ae7 15 Axf6 
Axf6 16 Ab5 0-0-0 17 g5 £e7 ¥ 
Djeno-Timoshchenko, Vienna 1991. 



11 ... Wb6 

Or: 

1) 11... jte7 is chapter 2, line A. 

2) 11...M?! 12 £>d5 exd5 13 
exd5+ tf?d8 14 £f5! &e7 (14...£>b6 
and 14...Wc5 are also met by 15 Ae6 
while 14...^c8 15 £ic6 and 14. ,.£)c5 
15 Ah3 are good for White) 15 JLe6 
2f8 16 Axf7 Sxf7 17 £>e6+ &c8 18 
£>xc7 <&xc7 19 We2 ± Kavalek-Ghe- 
orghiu, Skopje OL 1972. 

3) 11...H6 and now: 

3a) 12 W h3 0-0-0 13 £xf6 (13 f5 
e5 14 £>e6? hxg5! 15 Wxh8 fxe6 16 


fxe6 £>c5 + Spassky-Donner, Am¬ 
sterdam 1973) £ixf6 14 £)d5! £>xd5 
(14...Wa5?? 15 £ib3 1-0 Timman- 
Polugaevsky, Hilversum 1973) 15 
exd5 Axd5 16 a4 Wb617 axb5! Wxd4 

18 Jic4 Wxe4 19 2xe4 ilxe4 20 
Sd4 ±. 

3b) 12 Ah4 J&e7 (this looks like 
a position from chapter 2 or chap¬ 
ter 10, but it cannot normally arise 
from the move-orders given in those 
chapters) 13 Wg3 (13 £ki5?! £>xd5 

14 exd5 Axh4 15 £>xe6 fxe6 16 
Wh5+ <£>d8 17 Wxh4+ £rf6 18 dxe6 
2e8 ? Geller-Polugaevsky, Kislo¬ 
vodsk 1972; 13 We2 &b6 14 a3 
0-0-0 transposes to line 4d4 below) 
g5 (13...®>h5 14 Wg4 <?Mf6 15 Axf6 
]Lxf6 16 £xb5+ and wins, Vayry- 
nen-Rusek, corr 1979) 14 fxg5 £>h5 
(14...2g8 15 g6 0-0-0 16 Wh3 2xg6 
17 £}xe6 fxe6 18 e5 ± Savalov-Sam- 
ochin, corr 1976) 15 We3 b4 16 ?M5 
exd5 17 £rf5 with a dangerous attack 
for White. 

4) 11...0-0-0 (this may well be 
the best move) and now: 

4a) 12 Wh3 b4 (12...*b8 13 
JLxb5! axb5 14 £kixb5 Wb6 {or 
14...Wc5 15 e5 dxe5 16fxe5 &c8 17 
a3 £>xe5 18 Sxd8+ &xd8 19 b4 ±}' 

15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 £>d5 17 Axd8 
Wxd8 18 QsxdS Axd5 19 2xd5!? 
exd5 20 Wg3 t Steiner-Borloy, con- 
1973) 13 £kl5l? (13 £>ce2 £>c5 14 
£>g3 Jte7 is fine for Black; 13 JLxf6 
gxf6 14 ^ce2 £k5 15 *bl <&b8 16 
f5 e5 17 &b3 £>xd3 18 Wxd3 2g8 

19 g3 2g4 20 £>ecl d5 = Bezgodov- 
Nisipeanu, Budapest 1996) exd5 14 
e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 JLc5! 16 exf6 Axd4 
17 fxg7 Axg7 18 Axd8 2xd8 19 
Wg4 Af6 20 Wxb4 £>e5¥ S.Garcia- 
Dorfman, Polanica Zdroj 1978. 
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4b) 12 %3 b4 13 £>bl Ae7 14 
£>d2 h6 15 Axf6 Axf6 16 Wc3 e5 17 
&4f3 exf4 18 Wxf4 £>c5 19 <&bl 
<4>b8 20 £>b3 She8 = Kengis-Gel- 
fand, Tilburg 1992. 

4c) 12 f5 e5 (12...b4 13 fxe6 
bxc3 14 exd7+ fixd7 15 ^bl Ae7 
16 &f5 Wb6 17 £>xe7+ Sxe7 18 b3 
± Bachmayr-Lehmann, 2nd Bundes- 
liga 1992; 12...£te5 13 #h3 £>xd3+ 

14 Sxd3 e5 15 Axf6 gxf6 16 £>f3 ±) 
13 £>b3 (13 ^de2 &b8 14 *bl Sc8 

15 Axf6 £>xf6 = Kunze-Roschlau, 
Mengen 1990) Ae7 (13...£>c5? 14 
Axf6 gxf6 15 ^bl 4^a4 16 £>d5! 
Axd5 17 exd5 &b8 18 2e4! 2c8 19 
c4 b4 20 c5! dxc5 21 Axa6 ± Ernst- 
Gutman, Lugano 1987) 14 ^bl &b% 
(14...£>c5 15 Axf6 Axf6 16 $3d5 
Axd5 17 exd5 <&b8 18 Wg4 2c8 19 
c3 Wb6 20 Afl &a7 21 #b4 Ad8 

22 g3 f6 = Kamsky-Shneider, Bar¬ 
naul 1988) 15 a3 2he8 16 g4 £>b6 17 
£>a5?! Aa8 18 Ad2h6 19h4d5!20 
g5 hxg5 21 hxg5 dxe4 22 £ixe4 
£ifd5 with equality, Hage-Noomen, 
corr 1993. 

4d) 12 a3 Ae7 and now: 

4dl) 13Ah4!?&b814Af2£>c5 
15 *bl d5 16 e5 £tfe4 17 Axe4 
£>xe4 18 £>xe4 dxe4 19 We3 Ad5 20 
£>e2 b4! 21 axb4 Axb4 22 c3 Ae7 

23 #b6+ ®b7 24 £>g3 h5 = Becerra 
Rivero-Van Wely, Matanzas Capa- 
blanca mem 1994. 

4d2) 13 Wg3 £>c5 14 £>f3 h6 15 
Axf6 Axf6 16 e5 dxe5 17 fxe5 Ae7 
18 Afl g5 19 £id4 ®b6 20 *bl 
&b8 ? Krakops-Gurevich, Berlin 
Summer 1993. 

4d3) 13 ®fl (a rather odd move) 
#b6 (13...h6 14 Ah4 g5 15 fxg5 
hxg5 16 Axg5 2xh2 17 Af4 2h5 18 
Axb5 £>c5!? 19 b4 e5 20 bxc5 exd4 


21 2xd4 2xc5 22 Axa6 ± Petrushin- 
VitolinS, USSR 1978; 13...*b8 is a 
solid alternative) 14 £if3 2he8 15 h3 
£ic5 16 f5 exf5! 17 exf5 d5 = Geor- 
gadze-Schneider, Lvov 1986. 

4d4) 13 We2! (a more natural 
method of preparing the advance e5) 
h6 (13...£fc5 14 Axb5!? is danger¬ 
ous) 14 Ah4 £ic5 (14...£ib6 15 Af2 
£>fd7 16 f5 £>c5?! 17 Wg4 Ag5+ 18 
&bl 2he8 19 fxe6 fxe6 20 £>xe6! 
£>xe6 21 £>d5 ± Minic-MiliCevic, 
Yugoslavia 1975) 15 Af2 (15 Axb5? 
£}fxe4) d5 16 e5 £>fe4?! 17 Axe4 
dxe4, Adams-Gelfand, Wijk aan Zee 
Ct (1) 1994, and now 18 #e3! f5 19 
exf6 gxf6 20 ^bl would have been 
clearly better for White. 

12 4M5!? 

This leads to unclear complica¬ 
tions. The main alternative is not 
dangerous for Black: 12 £>b3 (12 
£>xe6? fxe6 13 ®h3 e5 14 £>d5 
Axd5 15 exd5 0-0-0 16 Af5 *c7! ? 
Geller-Polugaevsky, Portoroz 1973) 
b4 (12...0-0-0 13 f5 b4 14 fxe6 fxe6 

15 £>e2 e5 16 Ae3 #c7 17 g4 £>c5 

18 £>g3 &b8 19 g5 £>fd7 20 *bl g6 

21 Sfl ± Ndhlovu-Rohl, Moscow 
OL 1994) and now: 

1) 13£iblAe7(13...d514£>ld2 
h6 15 Axf6 £>xf6 16 e5 &d7 17 f5 
£ic5 18 fxe6 £>xd3+ 19 Wxd3 Wxc6 
was Bockelmann-Brix, corr 1989, 
20 £ia5 ±) 14 £>ld2 #c7 15 *bl h6 

16 «h3 Sg8 17 Axf6 £>xf6 18 f5 e5 

19 £>c4 a5 20 £ibd2 a4 21 «fe3 £>d7 

22 We2 $3c5 23 g3 0-0-0 24 £>e3 ± 
Ehlvest-Gelfand, Linares 1991. 

2) 13 £>a4 Wcl (13...*c6 14 
£>a5 #xa4 15 £>xb7 Wxa2 16 e5 ±) 
14 £>d4 (14 Wh3 Ac6 {14...Ae7 15 
£kI4 transposes} 15 £>d4! Axa4 16 
e5 dxe5 17 £>xe6 fxe6 18 fxe5 £>xe5 
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19 #xe6+ At7 20 Sxe5 ± Barlov- 
Georgiev, Kragujevac 1980, but in 
such a complex line improvements 
may very well be possible, for exam¬ 
ple 18...#a5!?) k&l 15 #h3 0-0-0! 
(15...£>c5? 16£)xc5dxc5 17£>xe6! 
fxe6 18 i.c4! Sd8 {18...0-0 19 
&xe6+ &h8 20 e5 £se4 21 i.xe7 
#xe7 22 Sd7 ±; 18...Ac8 19 &xe6 
£.xe6 20 Wxe6 h6 21 Axf6 gxf6 22 
e5 h—} 19 #xe6 Sxdl+ 20 Sxdl 
2f8 21 i.xt'6 2xf6 22 #g8+ Af8 23 
g3! ± Spassky-Tukmakov, USSR Ch 
1973) 16 f5 (16 £ixe6 fxe6 17 Wxe6 
2he8 +) and now: 

2a) 16...£sc5 17 fxe6 £sxa4 18 
exf7+ &b8 19 £>e6 #a5 20 e5 2c8 
21 exf6 gxf6 22 Af4 £ixb2 23 &xb2 
2c3 24 &cl +- Timman-Mecking, 
Wijk aan Zee 1978. 

2b) 16...#a5 17 e5 £>xe5 18 fxe6, 
Kotronias-Kr.Georgiev, Ano Liosia 
1995, and now after 18...£)xd3+, 
followed by taking on g5. White has 
inadequate compensation for the 
piece. 

2c) 16,..e5 17 £>f3 *b8 ? Becker- 
Micheel, corr 1988, since the knight 
on a4 is dangerously exposed. 

12 ... Wxd4 

Better than 12...exd5? (12...‘S)xd5 
13 exd5 #xd4 14 2xe6+ fxe6 15 
#115+ and mates; 12...ii.xd5 13exd5 
#xd4 14 dxe6 +-) 13 4)c6! Axc6 
(13...d4 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 4)d5 16 
e6 £>7f6 17 exf7+ &d7 18 i.xf6 
£lxf6 19 i.f5+ &c7 20 #f4+ Add 
21 2e7+ <4>xc6 22 Ae4+ &c5 23 
2e5+ h—) 14 exd5+ Ae7 15 dxc6 
£sc5 16 i.xf6 gxf6 (16...£sxd3+ 17 
#xd3 gxf6 18 2xe7+) 17 £f5 #c7 
18 b4 <S)e6 19 #h5 £)g7 20 i.d7+ 
&f8 21 #h6 d5 22 2xe7 <S?xe7 23 
2el+ &f8 24 #xf6 &g8 25 2e7 2f8 


26 i.e6 #xe7 27 #xe7 fxe6 28 c7 
h5 29 #xf8+ 1-0 Chiburdanidze- 
Dvoirys, USSR 1980. 

13 Axf6 gxf6 

14 JLxb5 #c5 (D) 

Not 14...#a7 15 £>xf6+ &e7 16 

i.xd7 *xf6 17 #c3+ &e7 18i.xe6! 
Sg8 19 2xd6! <&xd6 20 2dl+ and 
White wins, nor 14...#xdl+ 15 #xdl 
axb5 16 £)c7+ ^>e7 17 £>xa8 ^Lxa8 
18 #d3 ±. 



15 b4 

Taking the queen gives White a 
theoretical material advantage, but 
Black’s minor pieces are very active. 
White has a safer (and possibly bet¬ 
ter) alternative in 15 <2)xf6+ &d8 
(15...&e7 16 ±xd7 Agl 17 £)h5 
i.xb2+ 18 4’xb2 Sab8 19 &cl &xd7 
20 f5 e5 21 #b3 &e7 22 f6+ *d7 23 
#xf7+ &c8 24 #b3 +- Lehtinen- 
Vasiliev, corr 1989) 16 £)xd7 (16 
£.xd7 Atl\ 17 #b3 £xf6 18 #xb7 
Sa7 5) #xb5 17 £ixf8 2xf8 18 #a3! 
± (18 2xd6+4>c7). 

15 ... #xb5 

16 <£ic7+ 
and now: 

1) 16...&d8 17 £>xb5 axb5 18 
#h5 2xa2 19 #xb5 2al+ 20 &b2 
2xdl 21 2xdl i.xe4 22 2al Af5 23 
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2a7 e5 24 Wfl ± Janetschek-Wall- 
ner, Austria Cht 1992. 

2) 16...£>e7 17 C&xb5 axb5 18 Wd3 
2a6 19 #xb5 2b6 20 «c4 (20 Wd3 
£h6 21 g3 i.a6 22 Wf3 2c8 23 Wh5 
£f8 24 a3 &e8 25 2d2 2c3 26 <&b2 
2bc6 T- Mnatsakanian-Kr.Georgiev, 
Erevan 1982) &h6 21 g3 2c8 22 
#d4 e5 23 ®d2 *> Jackowski-Sieka- 
niec, corr 1992. 


A3) 

10 &xb5 axb5 (D) 



Now there are two variations. The 
first is not especially dangerous for 
Black; he has various reasonable 
options, many of which lead to per¬ 
petual check. Recent attention has 
therefore concentrated on A32. Al¬ 
though this line is dangerous for 
Black, the latest games suggest that 
Black can defend with accurate play. 

A31: 11 e5 
A32: 11 £)dxb5 

A31) 

11 e5 £b7 

Other moves are rather dubious: 
1) ll...Wb7 12 £dxb5 dxe5 13 
fxe5 2xa2 (13...SM5 {13...£>xe5 14 


Axf6 +-} 14 2xd5 exd5 15 £ixd5 
2a7 {15.. JLc5 16 £>bc7+ <&f8 17 
&e7+!} 16 2fl £>c5 {16...£>xe5 17 
®c3 +-} 17 &xa7 #xa7 18 £>b6 
+-) 14 &bl! Wxf3 (14...2a5 15 exf6 
Wxf3 16 £>c7+! <&d8 17 fxg7+ <&xc7 
18 gxh8® #a8 19 £d8+ 1-0 Pole- 
schuk-Foigel, corr 1977) 15 gxf3 
2a5 16 exf6 gxf6 17 Ah4 £b4 18 
2d4 Jix c 3 19 £>xc3 &e7 20 2hdl ± 
Dimitrov-J.Ivanov, Elhovo 1988. 

2) 11. Jtb812 exf6 gxf613 2hel! 
h5 (13...fxg5 14 %3c6 followed by 15 
2xe6+) 14 #h3 e5 15 £>d5 fxg5 16 
£k6#b7 17 Bxe5+! &e7 (17...dxe5 
18 £>f6+) 18 2xe7+ <i?f8 19 *f5 
*he5 20 #f6 1-0 Sibarevic-Buki6, 
Banja Luka 1976. 

3) ll...Sa5 12 exf6 (12 £sdxb5 
#b8 transposes to line A32) gxf6 13 
Hhel b4 (13...fxg5? 14 £ld5 and 15 
$3xe6) reaches a critical position. 
Semkov-Kr.Georgiev, Varna 1977 
continued 14 £ic6 (threat 15 2xe6+) 
2g8! 15 £le4 (15 £>d5 2xd5 16 
#xd5 £ic 5 17 £.xf6 Jib! +) 2xa2 
16 *bl &b7 17 £)xf6+?! £ixf6 18 
&xf6 2g6! 19 Ah4 £xc6 20 #b3 
2a5 21 f5 #37 0-1, but White has 
many other ideas at move 14. Per¬ 
haps the best is 14 #h5! (Short; 14 
£)d5!?) bxc3 15 2xe6+ ite7 16 
2xe7+! &xe7 17 2el+2e5 18 £\f5+ 
&e6 (18...i>d8 19 fxe5 fxg5 20 ®xd6 
cxb2+ 21 *bl #c3 22 2dl 2f8 23 
#xg5+ f6 24 exf6 h6 25 #05 £lxf6 
26 £lb5+ £lxd5 27 2xd5+ *e7 28 
£>xc3 +-) 19 fxe5 cxb2+ 20 *bl 
dxe5 (20...£lxe5 21 #h6 +-) 21 &h4 
2g8 22 2dl 2xg2 23 £>e3 +-. 

12 £)dxb5(£>j 

12 ... #b8 

The most popular move, but other 
squares are also possible: 
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1) 12...Wb6 13 ®e2 (13 Sxd6? 
&xf3 {13...Wxb5?! 14 £ixb5 £xf3 

15 £lc7+! «} 14 Sxb6 £ixb6 15 exf6 
Jic6 16 £lc7+ < 4’d7 +) and now: 

la) 13...5)e4? 14 £ixe4 JLxe4 15 
exd6! Ec8 16 £ic7+ Sxc7 17 dxc7 
i.b7 18 f5! e5? 19 ®xe5+! 1-0 De 
Wit-Gutman, Wijk aan Zee 1984. 

lb) 13...dxe5 14 fxe5 5)d5 (alter¬ 
natively, M.-.WcS 15 exf6 Wxg5+ 

16 *bl 5 c8 17 ®d3 iLc6 18 fxg7 
$Lx g7 19 ?M6+ &c7 20 £kc8+ 3xc8 
21 Shel °° Knecht-Mazi, Finken- 
stein 1993) 15^xd5iLxd5 162xd5 
exd5 (16...Bxa2 17 #c4! Jic7 18 
£id6+ *f8 19 jLxe7+ &xe7 20 Wxa2 
wins, Guseinov-Samedzade, USSR 
1976) 17 £id6+ (17 e6 £if6) Axd6 
18 exd6+ *f8 19 #e7+ <£>g8 20 
»xd7 h6 21 jSLe7! (21 Ad2 Sxa2 22 
Wc8+ &h7 23 #f5+ V2-V2 Gusiev- 
Tseitlin, USSR 1975; 21 Sfl hxg5 
V2-V2 Pliester-Britton, Charlton 1983) 
Sxa2 22 #c8+ <&h7 23 #f5+ &g8 
24 d7 Wxb2+ (24...g6 25 Wf6! +- 
Leisebein-Scheppeit, corr 1987) 25 
&d2 Wd4+ 26 &e2 Sxc2+! 27 Wxc2 
#e5+ (27...Wg4+ 28 &d2 Wxd7 29 
Sal ± Niering-Lehmann, Germany 
1994) 28 *dl Wxc7 29 Wf5! (29 
Wc8+ *h7 30 Bel 31 Se8 
Wd4+ leads only to perpetual check. 


Novikov-Ionov, USSR 1978) with 
every chance of a win, e.g. 29...UM 
(29...g6 30 Bel) 30 Bel and the king 
can hide on hi if Black starts check¬ 
ing. 

lc) 13...h6! (an excellent innova¬ 
tion) 14 jLxf6 (14 jLh4 dxe5 15 fxe5 
£sh7!? ¥) gxf6 15 £>xd6+ ±xd6 16 
Bxd6 Wb4 17 Wd2 fob6 18 a3 Wa5 
19 #d4 £)c8! + Hellers-I.V.Ivanov, 
Philadelphia 1992. 

2) 12...®c8!? (this move has been 
played very little, perhaps because 
12...^S r b8 appears promising for 
Black) and now: 

2a) 13 exf6 ±xf3 (13...gxf6 14 
£se4! .&xe4 15 Wxe4 «) 14 fxg7 
Sg8! (14...±xg7? 15&xd6+&f8 16 
£ixc8iLxdl 17Bxdl Bxc8 18Bxd7 
Axc3 19 bxc3 &g7 20 Jie7 is ± 
since 20...Sxc3 loses to 21 Ad6!) 15 
gxf8W+ &xf8 16 gxf3 d5 ?. 

2b) 13 tto dxe5 14 fxe5 £k 15 
and now: 

2bl) 15 £>e4 Ba6 (15...Wc67? 16 
Sxd5! h6 17 £)bd6+1-0 Korsunsky- 
Konoval, USSR 1978) 16 £>bd6+ 
jLxd6 17 £)xd6+ Bxd6 18 exd6 0-0 
¥ Medvery-Khorava, Szeged U-18 
Wch 1994. 

2b2) 15 £sxd5 ilxd5 16 Bxd5 
exd5 17 e6 (17 £sd6+ iLxd6 18 exd6+ 
4>f8 +) £tf6 18 Axf6 (18 e7 £ie4 T) 
gxf6 19 ®h5 Wb 7 20 exf7+ &d8 21 
Bdl co. 

13 #e2 dxe5 

Not 13...d5 (13..JLe7 14exf6gxf6 

15 jth4 ±) 14 exf6 gxf6 15 f5! fxg5 

16 fxe6 £tf6 17 Bhfl Ae7 18 exf7+ 
*f8 19 Bdel £ie4 20 Sf5! Ab4 21 
£lxe4 dxe4 22 Wc4 Ba4 23 #d4 
&d2+ 24 Wxd2 h6 25 Wc3 1-0 Auz- 
in§-Ausmanis, corr 1977. 

14 #c4 
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Now: 

1) 14...<S)c5!? is untested. 

2) 14...#c8 15 £sc7+ &d8 16 
£)3b5 intending 17 .&xf6+ gxf6 18 
Sxd7+Wxd7 19 Sdl. 

3) 14...jL\g2 15 jLxf6 gxf6 16 
£>c7+ &d8 17 Sxd7+ 4>xd7 18 2dl+ 
Ad5 19 £>7xd5 exd5 20 #xd5+ ±d6 
21 <53e4 +- Lensky-Charyjarov, con- 
1992. 

4) 14...±c5 15 ±xf6 gxf6 16 
Sxd7! Ae3+ 17 &bl &xd7 18 2dl+ 
i.d4 (18...*e8 19 £>c7+ <if8 20 fxe5 
Sa5 21 exf6 i.d5 22 £l3xd5 exd5 23 
Wc3 2c5 24 ®xe3 2xc7 25 2el h5 
26 Wa3+ 1-0 Vitolins-Anikaev, Riga 
1973) 19 fxe5 fxe5 20 £lxd4 exd4 

21 Wxd4+ &e7 (21.. .±d5 22 £ixd5 
exd5 23 #xd5+ &e7 24 Wc5+ +-) 

22 Wc5+ *f6 23 2f 1+ &g6 24 We7! 
+- Tal-Stean, Hastings 1973/4. 

5) 14...&e7 15 £lc7+ &f8 16 
2xd7 (16 £.xf6 £lxf6 17 fxe5 £\d5 
18 £)3xd5 exd5 19 £)xd5 is equal 
according to Kengis) <5lxd7 17 2dl 
(or 17 i.xe7+ &xe7 18 2dl i.d5 
(18...2a5!?} 19 &3xd5+ exd5 20 
£lxd5+ &d8 21 £ib4 Wc7 22 'txf7 
°° Van der Wiel-Renet, Cannes rpd 
1992) i.xg5 18fxg5(18 2xd7Wc8! 
+) i.c8 (18...&e7 19 Wb4+ &d8 
20 £>xa8 ®xa8 21 lfd6 ®) 19 £)3b5! 
g6 20 2fl &g8 21 2xf7, Kengis- 
Dvoirys, USSR 1982, 21...®b6 22 
2e7 fgl+ 23 4>d2 Wxg2+ 24 &dl 
Wgl+ is perpetual check. 

A32) 

11 £)dxb5 Wb8 

ll...#b6 12 e5 ±b7 is line 1 in 
the note to Black’s 12th in A31; 
11 ...Wb7 12 e5 is line 1 in the note to 
Black’s 11th in A31. 

12 e5 


12 Shel (too slow) h6 (12...Exa2 
13 £>xd6+ Wxdb 14 <5)xa2 is un¬ 
clear; 12...e5!? ®) 13 jLh4 .&b7 (less 
accurate than 13...2xa2! 14 £ixa2 
{14 £sxd6+ JLxd6 15 5)xa2 .&xf4+ 
-+} ®xb5 ?) 14 «fd3 £ic5 15 Wc4 
thfdl? 16 b4 and by now White has 
an attack, VitolinS-Gutman, USSR 
1973. 

12 ... Sa5 

12..JLb7 is the main line of A31. 

13 exf6 

13 <2)d4 i.b7 (13...dxe5? 14 £lc6 
£b7 15 &xf6 #c7 16 2xd7 #xd7 

17 Sdl gxf6 (17...i.d6 18 £ie4 +-} 

18 Exd7 &xd7 19 £lxe5+ &c7 20 
#h5! fxe5 21 Wxi7+ *b6 22 Wf6 
+-) 14#h3 dxe5 (14...?ld5 15 £lxe6! 
£ixc3! 16 Wxc3 ±; 14...£>xe5 15 fxe5 
2xe5 ») 15 £lxe6 ,&xg2 16 £>xg7+ 
£.xg7 17 Wxg2 Wa8 18 #g3 2xa2 

19 £lxa2 Wxa2 +. 

13 ... gxf6 

14 £.h6! 

14 ih4 2xb5 is hopeless. 

14 ... £xh6 

15 £>xd6+ &e7 

16 *bl(D) 

162hel £>e5! 17We42d8 18 b4, 
Lhagvasuren-Dvoirys, Cheliabinsk 
1990, 18...Ea6! T. 
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16 ... Bd8 (D) 

Or: 

1) 16...Sg8?! 17 Ehel f5 18 #h5 
Sg6 19 Wh4+ f6 20 g4 #xd6 21 
Sxd6 < S?xd6 22 b4 Ea6 23 gxf5 exf5 
24 #f2 Eg8 25 Wd4+ 4>c7 26 b5 1-0 
Perenyi-Krum Georgiev, Budapest 
1985. 

2) 16...4lb6 and now: 

2a) 17 We4 2d8 18 £)db5 (18 
£lxc8+ Bxc8 19 #b4+ Scc5 20 
£se4 Sb5 ?; 18 £>b7 i.xb7 19 *b4+ 
Sd6 20 Wxa5 £.xf4 ?; 18 #b4 Sxd6 
19 Sxd6 Wxd6 20 Wxa5 &xf4 21 
Bdl £ic4 22 Wa7+ Wcl % Dimitrov- 
Genov, Bulgarian Ch 1995) fixb5 19 
£ixb5 £d5 20 c4 (20 #d3!?) i.a6 

21 cxd5 #xb5 22 d6+! (not 22 dxe6? 
Wd3+! nor 22 Shel?! £.67! 23 #xh7 
i.xd5 24 Wxh6 Sb8! -+ Balashov- 
Polugaevsky, Manila IZ 1976) ^?f8 
(22...Hxd6 23 Sxd6 &xd6 24 Bdl+ 
&e7 25 #d4 +-) 23 Wxh7 £.g7 24 
Wc2 f5 oo. 

2b) 17 4ke4£)a418£)xc8+(18 
#a3? #xb2+ -+) Exc8 19 *33+ 
4ic5 20 ®xa5 4ixe4 21 #a3+ £)c5 

22 g3 f5 23 Ehel (23 Sd2!?) *f8! 
(23...1fb6 24 Ed4 £.g7 25 Ec4 «fd6 

26 #a5 £ib7 27 W/M Sb8 28 Sdl ± 
Psakhis-Anikaev, USSR 1979) 24 
2d4 £.g7 25 Bc4 Wd6 26 #b4 *g8 

27 a3 £.f8 28 Ed4 Wc7 29 Bed 1 Sb8 
30 #el £)e4 ¥ Stuart-Noomen, con- 
1993. 

3) ^...WaS 17 #f2 (17 «fe3 
£.g7?! {17...Ed8} 18 £)c4 f5 19 
£>xa5 Wxa5 20 Bd5 Wa6 21 Bhdl 
#c4 22 B5d3 Bd8 23 £>d5+ 4>f8 
24 5)b6 +- Reuszner-Kunzelmann, 
corr 1990) Wc6 (17...£.g7 18 #d4 
Wa.7 19 Wd2 #68 20 Bhel Sc5 21 
g4 Bd8 22 fti3 *f8 23 ®xh7 Bxc3 
24 #h5 £ie5 25 fxe5 Bc7 26 Wh4 oo 


Packroff-Kunzelmann, con 1988) 
18 Vh4 £.g7 19 Bhel h5 20 f5 &e5 
21 #b4 Wc5 22 «fb3 Ba7 23 £icb5 
£.d7 24 4ixa7 Wxa.7 was unclear in 
Boudre-Kr.Georgiev, France-Bul- 
gariam 1990. 



17 Ife4 

Or: 

1) 17 £ld5+? exd5 18 £>f5+ &f8 
19 4ixh6 (White has exchanged a 
useful knight for a bishop which was 
shut out of the game in any case) 
£)c5 20 Bhel £>a4 21 b3 #b4 22 
Be3 Se8 23 #h5 Ba7 24 £>g4 Wxf4 
25 Bxe8+ &xe8 26 Bel+ Be7! -+ 
Kengis-A.Shneider, USSR 1984. 

2) 17 Bhel £>b6 18 £>db5 Bxb5 
(18...£.a6) 19 £)xb5 0x4 20 Wb3 
£)d2+ 21 Bxd2 Bxd2 22 #b4+ Bd6 
23 g3 £.d7 24 #xd6+ V 2 -V 2 Brod- 
sky-Timoshchenko, Moscow 1992. 

3) 17 £)ce4 i.b7 (or 17.. JLg7 18 
Wc3 Ea6 19 f5 if8, as in Kengis- 
Dvoirys, Vilnius 1984, and now 20 
g4! 5)e5 21 Bhgl would have been 
unclear according to Kengis) 18 
Wc3 Ea4 19 £)xb7 Wxb7 20 Bxd7+ 
Bxd7 21 #xf6+ &e8 22 lfh8+ &f8 
{22...&e7 is an immediate draw) 
23 £if6+ &e7 24 <Sxh7 (24 £ixd7 
®xd7 25 #e5 Bd4 26 Bel #d6 ¥ 
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Pokojowczyk-Staniszewski, Polish 
Ch 1986) 2d8 25 #f6+ *e8 26 Wh8 
Wb4!? 27 a3 Wd6 28 £)f6+ 4?e7 29 
Wh4 ®d4! 30 £ie4+ <£e8 31 £lf6+ is 
perpetual check. 

17 ... f5! 

Or 17...£lf8 (17...£ib6 transposes 
to line 2a of the note to Black’s 16th 
move) 18 #3c4 2a6 (18...2xdl+ 19 
2xdl 2c5 20 #d4 £sd7 21 £sd6 4>f8 

22 g3 A.g7 23 f5 exf5 24 a4 2c6 25 
£lxf5 h5 26 ^\b5 winning, Petru- 
shin-Dvoirys, USSR 1984) 19 2xd8 
*xd8 20 2dl+ £d7 21 g3 f5 22 
®d4 &e7 23 Wc5+ <&f6 24 &d6 (24 
#d4+ is a draw) Wa7 25 We5+ <&g6 
26 g4 f6 27 gxf5+ exf5 28 #d5 l 4?g7 
29 £sxf5+ i.xf5 30 Wxf5 ®b8 31 
£ld5 2d6 32 c4 ± B.Moore-B.Nik- 
olic, corr 1980. 

18 Wd4 

Black has some advantage, for ex¬ 
ample: 18...2g8 (18...Aa6 19 2hel 
£lf6 20 2e5! ±) 19 2hcl (19<^xc8+ 
#xc8 20 ®b4+ #c5 21 2xd7+ 
&xd7 22 Wb7+ *e8? {22...1 r c7! T) 

23 W b8+ <&e7 24 WxgS i.xf4 25 
Sdl ± WChess- Wolff, Harvard Cup 
rpd 1994) £g7 20 Wd3 (20 <£xc8+ 
Wxc8 21 Wb4+ Wc5 22 Wb7 Sd8 23 
2d5 Wa7 24 Wb4+ £>c5 +) Af6! 
(20...Sc5? 21 £»ca4 ±; 20...Aa6? 21 
£>xf5+ 2xf5 22 WxfS i.xc3 23 
2xd7+ <&xd7 24 ®xf7+ +-) 21 a4, 
Shmuter-Karpman, Ostrava 1991, 
21...i.a6! 22 £)db5 (22 £ixf5+ 4>f8 
23 ®xd7 2xf5 +) i.xb5 23 £sxb5 
<$)c5 +. 

B) 

8 We2 Wc7 

9 0-0-0 (D) 

The most natural move, but alter¬ 
natives have been tried: 


1) 9 g4 will probably transpose 
into lines considered later, for exam¬ 
ple 9...b5 10 a3 (10 0-0-0 transposes 
to the note to White’s 10th move in 
B2) Ae7 11 Ag2 Ab7 12 0-0-0 
transposes to the note to Black’s 10th 
in Bl, line lc. 

2) 9 g3 jLe7 (9.. .b5! ? 10 0-0-0 is 
the note to White’s 10th in B2) 10 
jLg2 (10 0-0-0 is the note to White’s 
10th in Bl) h6 11 i.h4 2g8!? 12 
£sf3 ®a5! 13 #d2 £>b6! 14 b3 d5!? 
15 £.xf6 gxf6 16 a3 dxe4 17 b4! 
i.xb4 18 axb4 Wxal+ 19 *f2, Pri6- 
Akopian, Lyon 1990, and now Black 
could have played 19...e3+ 20 ®xe3 
(20 &xe3 Wxhl) 1^2 21 Wxb6 
#xc3 +. 

In this line White would prefer to 
do without a3 and 9 0-0-0 gives him 
the best chance of doing so. 



After 9 0-0-0 we have two lines. 
There are many possible move-or¬ 
ders over the next few moves, but we 
have classified lines according to 
whether or not Black plays ...$Le7. If 
he does, then we are in B1; otherwise 
we are in B2. 

Bl: 9...i.e7 
B2: 9...b5 
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Bl) 

9 ... £e7 

10 g4 (D) 

Or: 

1) 10g3 0-0(10...h6 11^.h4b5 

12 £g2 b4 13 e5 dxe5 14 £)db5! 
axb5 15 <53xb5 ®a5 16 Axa8 0-0 
was Korsunsky-Se.Ivanov, Lenin¬ 
grad Cht 1989, and now 17 Ac6 ±) 
11 Ag2 2b8(ll...£>b6 12h4e5 13 
£rf5 Axf5 14 exf5 2ac8 15 g4 exf4 
16 Axf4 £>c4 17 2h3 ®b6 18 b3 ± 
Prid-Wians, Brussels Z 1993) 12 h4 
b5 13 e5 dxe5 14 £>c6 Ad6 15 2xd6 
®xd6 16 fxe5 £>xe5 17 Af4 H— 
Prie-Beran, Clichy 1990. 

2) 10 £>f3 (a promising move) 
and now: 

2a) IO..J 16 11 Ah4 g5 !? (this does 
not look sound) 12 fxg5 hxg5 13 
Axg5 b5 14 a3 2b8 15 ®d 2 ®b7!7 
16 b4 Wc7 17 Ad3 V 2 -V 2 Luther- 
Bangiev, Germany 1994. However, 
White can improve easily enough. 
For example, after 15 h4 b4 16 axb4 
2xb4 17 2d4 Black’s compensation 
looks very slim. 

2b) 10...b5?r 11 e5 b4 12 exf6 
gxf6 13 £)d5 exd5 14 Ah4 &d8 15 
£)d4 ±. 

2c) 10...e5 11 g4 h612 Axf6 £kf6 

13 g5 hxg5 14 fxg5 <£h5 15 £M5 Wc6 
16 g6 f5 17 Ag2 Ae67! 18 £>xe7 
<£tf4, Shirazi-Lerner, Philadelphia 
1990,19 <S)xc6 £ke2+ 20 &bl bxc6 
21 2xd6 <&e7 22 2d2 £>f4 23 £>xe5 
and White wins. 

2d) 10...£>b6 11 sfebl (11 e5 {pre¬ 
mature} dxe5 12 £ixe5 0-0 13 g3 
h6 14 Ah4 Ad7 15 Ag2 Ab5 16 
#f3 g5 17 fxg5 hxg5 18 2hel £>h7! 
+ Kavalek-Ljubojevic, Las Palmas 
1974) h6 12 Ah4 d5 (opening the 
position is very risky, but Black’s 


pieces are clumsily placed in any 
case) 13 exd5 £ibxd5 14 £)xd5 £)xd5 
15 Axe7 «xe7 16 ®e5 £>f6 17 g4 
Ad7 18 g5 £sh5 19 2gl ± Wegener- 
Heinemann, Bundesliga 1994. 



10 ... h6 

Or: 

1) 10...b5 11 Ag2 Ab7 (11...b4 
12 e5 bxc3 13 exf67! {13 Axa8! was 
critical} gxf6 14 Axa8 fxg5 15 
®f3 gxf4 16 Ac6 cxb2+ 17 *bl 0-0 
18 Axd7, Kuzmin- Dorfman, USSR 

1978.18.. .Axd7! +) with three pos¬ 
sibilities: 

la) 12 2hel £>b6! (12...2c8 13 
e57! {13 Axf6 gxf6=} dxe5 14Axb7 
Wxbl 15 fxe5 b4! 16 £>cb5 axb5 17 
exf6 £>xf6 18 Axf6 Axf6 19 £>f5 
0-0! wins for Black, Shamkovich- 
Weinstein, USA 1976) 13 a3 (13 e5 
dxe5 14 fxe5 £>fd5 ¥) 0-0-0 14 2d3 
&b8 15 Ah4 2c8 16 Af2 £>fd7 ? 
Nunn-Britton, Nottingham 1979. 

lb) 12 Axf6 £>xf6 (12...Axf6 13 
£klxb57! {13 g5 transposes} axb5 
14 £>xb5 ®b6 15 £>xd6+ <&>f8 T; 

12.. .gxf6 13 f5 ±) 13 g5 £k!7 14 a3 
2c8 15 sfebl #c4 16 2d3 ± Shamko- 
vich-Quinteros, Lone Pine 1975. 

lc) 12a3 2c8(12...£>b613 Ah4 
h6 14 Ag3 0-0-0 15 Af3 g5 16 fxg5 
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hxg5 17 e5! ± Kuzmin-Stean, Hast¬ 
ings 1973/4) 13 Axf6 (13 Ah47! 
#c4! 14 #xc4 2xc4 15 Af3 £lc5 

16 Ae2 £ifxe4! + Savon-Mecking, 
Petropolis IZ1973) £lxf6 14 g5 £)d7 
15 h4 followed by f5 ±. 

2) 10...0-0 11 Ag2 (11 Axf6 4)xf6 
12 g5 looks good; 11 Ah4 £>c5 12 
g5 4}fd7, Bordonada-Bachtiar, Ma¬ 
nila 1979,13 f5 £le5 14 Ah3 ±) 2b8 
12 h4 £lc5 13 e5 £le8 14 #e3 f6 15 
exf6 £lxf6 16 Axf6 Axf6 17 g5 
Axd4 18 2xd4 b5 19 4le4 ± Briigge- 
mann-Fecht, Bundesliga 1992. 

3) 10...£>b6 11 Ag2 (11 *bl Ad7 
12 e5 dxe5 13 fxe5 £)fd5 14 £kd5 
£lxd5 15 JLxe7 5)xe7 16 Ag2 2c8 °° 
Lanka-Chekhov, USSR 1980) Ad7 
12 Axf6 (12 h4?! 5)c4 13 h5 2c8 

14 2h3 b5 ¥ Malevinsky-Dvoirys, 
USSR 1984) Axf6 13 g5 Axd4 14 
2xd4 e5 15 £ld5 <S)xd5 16 exd5 0-0 
is equal. 

11 Ah4 

11 Axf6 Axf6 12 Ag2 £lb6 13 
h4 i.d7 14 g5 (14 2h3? h5! ¥ Stein- 
Najdorf, Mar del Plata 1965, as 15 
g5 Axd4 16 2xd4 e5 wins material) 
hxg5 15 hxg5 2xhl 16 Axhl Axd4 

17 2xd4 0-0-0 ±. 

11 ... g5 

12 fxg5 £>h7 

13 £>f5! exf5 

13.. .hxg5 14 i.g3 <he5 (14...exf5 

15 4M5 #08 16 exf5 ±) 15 &xe7 
&xe7 16 h4 Ad7 17 #d2 2hg8 18 
±e2 b5 19 a3 2ab8 20 hxg5 £>xg5 
21 2h6 ± Howell-Timoshchenko, 
Hastings Challengers 1991. 

14 £id5 #d8 

14.. .#a5 15 exf5 £)e5 16 £lxe7 
&xe7 17 Ael! #xa2 18 Ac3 2d8 
19 b3 ± Rodriguez-Quinteros, Sao 
Paulo 1972. 


15 exf5 5)e5 

16 Ag3! 

16 f6 Af8 17 g6 (17 h3 &xg5 18 
Af2! <&e6 19 Ab6 #d7 20 *bl -) 
Axg4 18 g7?! (18 #e3 Axdl 19 
*xdl £>g5 20 g7 2g8 21 Ag2 2c8 
22 Ag3 was the critical line) Axe2 
19 gxh8# Axdl 20 <&>xdl #a5 » 
Ernst-Azmaiparashvili, Groningen 
1979/80. 

16 ... Axg5+ 

17 &bl 0-0 (17...Af6 18 £>xf6+ 
Wxf6 19 Bxd6! +-; 17...4M6 18 
Axe5 dxe5 19 »xe5+ *f8 20 h4 
+-; 17...*f8 18 h4 Ae7 19 £>xe7 
Wxe7 20 Sxd6 +-) 18 h4 Af6 19 g5 
hxg5 20 hxg5 Axg5 21 Axe5 dxe5 22 
#g4 <&g7 23 f6+ *g8 24 We4 1-0 
Calvo-Kavalek, Las Palmas 1974. 


B2) 

9 ... b5 (D) 



Readers are reminded that in this 
section we only consider lines with¬ 
out an early ...Ae7 and we will not 
mention instances of transposition to 
line B1 via ...Ae7. 

10 f5 
Or: 

1) 10a3Ab7(10...Bb8?! Il£ki5! 
exd5 12 exd5+ Ae7 13 £>c6 £lb6 14 
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JLxf6 gxf6 15 g3! Ab7 16 £ixb8 
#xb8 17 jLg2 ± Bronstein-Gheor- 
ghiu, Petropolis IZ 1973) 11 g4 (11 
f5 e5 12 5)b3 i.e7 13 *bl 0-0 14 h4 
h5 15 g4 hxg4 16 jLg2 ®c4 17 #el 
b4 « Ginsburg-Karpman, Simfero¬ 
pol 1991) 0-0-0 (ll...Sc8 12 Axf6 
{12 2gl &e7 13 f5 e5 14 £>f3 <S)b6 
15 jkxf6 gxf6 16 Sg3 t Zhelnin-Zil- 
bershtein, USSR 1976} gxf6 13 f5 e5 
14 £ld5 #d8 15 £le6! fxe6 16 fxe6 
i.xd5 17 exd7+ Wxd7 18 2xd5 ± 
Malevinsky-Petkevich, USSR 1975) 
12 Ag2 &b8 13 e5 dxe5 14 <S)dxb5 
axb5 15 4Dxb5 Wb6 16.fi.xb7 Wxb7 
17 fxe5 h6 was unclear in Karasev- 
Balashov, USSR 1970. 

2) 10 g4 Ab7 (10...b4 11 £>d5 
exd5 12 exd5+ &e7 and now 13 £lc6 
or 13 £>f5 gives White a dangerous 
attack) 11 J-g2 (D) and now: 



2a) U...0-0-0? 12 e5! dxe5 13 
fxe5 £>xe5 (13...*fxe5 14 £xb7+ 
*xb7 15 Wf3+ &b6 16 Wcfo- 4?a7 17 
Wxd7+ +-) 14 ,fi.xb7+ <S?xb7 15 
£)dxb5 2xdl+ 16 2xdl axb5 17 
WxbS-t- *c8 18 #a6+ &b8 19 £>b5 
and White wins. 

2b) ll...b4?! 12 £>d5 exd5 13 
exd5+ *^?d8 14 2hel 4^8 15 £)c6 
#b6 16 2d4 a5 17 ±xf6 4)xf6 18 


g5 £>d7 19 WeS+ &c7 20 #xf7 ± 
Findlay-Coleman, British Ch 1988. 

2c) Il...£ib612a3(12 2hel.fi.e7 
transposes to Bl) 2c8 13 Ah4 h6 14 
£.el g6 15 h4 #c4 16 2d3 Ag7 17 
£tt>3 «fc7 18 £id4 #c4 19 f5 « De¬ 
men tiev-Balashov, USSR 1972. 

3) 10 £}d5 (dubious) exd5 (not 
10...Wb7 11 &xf6+ £>xf6 12 i.xf6 
gxf6 13 g3 ± Tatai-Prada, Las Pal¬ 
mas 1995) 11 exd5+±e712 2el £>b6 
13 Axf6 gxf6 14 g3 *f8? (14.. JLb7 
?) 15 jLg2 f5 16 WhS Af6? 17 
Wh6+ ±g7 18 2e8+ &xe8 19 ®xg7 
1-0 Minakov-Kopylov, corr 1993. 

4) 10 g3 b4 (10...i.b7 11 i.h3 
0-0-0 12 f5 exf5 13 i.xf5 Jie7 14 
±xf6!? i.xf6 15 £>dxb5 axb5 16 

5)xb5 Wc5 17 £>xd6+ &b8 18 ®xb7 
Wb4 19 c3 Wxb7 20 i.xd7 2xd7 
21 2xd7 »xd7 22 2dl Wfc6 23 2d5 
± Weinzettl-Steiner, Austrian Ch 
1987) 11 £id5 (this sacrifice is un¬ 
convincing) exd5 and now: 

4a) 12 exd5+ ±e7 13 £>f5 £)c5 
14&xg7+&d8(14...&f8?! 15£)h5) 
15 2el (15 ±g2 2g8 16 2del was 
the correct move-order, transposing 
into the game) 2g8 (15...£ife4! 16 
JL g2 f5! 17 £>h5 i.xg5 18 fxg5 b3! 
winning for Black would have ex¬ 
ploited White’s inaccuracy) 16 jkg2 
£>fe4 (16...2xg7? 17 .fi.xf6 +-) 17 
.&xe4 2xg7 =o V 2 -V 2 Yudasin-Gel- 
fand, Manila IZ 1990. 

4b) 12 &g21? Ae7 13 £>f5 £>b6 
(13...h6!?) 14 £)xg7+ ^8 (alterna¬ 
tively, 14...*d8!? 15 e5 j.g4 16»f2 
£>e8! 17 exd6 <&xd6 18 ,fi.xd5 Jkxdl 
19 2xdl <£>xd5 20 2xd5 h6 21 
2xd6+ ®xd6 22 £>f5 hxg5 23 <5)xd6 
&xd6 =) 15 i.h6 &g8 16 £>h5 £>g4 
(16...dxe4) 17 Ag7 #c4 18 ®xc4 
£lxc4 19 e5 <S^ge3 20 exd6 4^xd6 21 
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Shel <*> Shirov-Gelfand, Dos Her- 
manas 1995. 

10 ... e5 

10...b4 11 fxe6 bxc3 12 exd7+ 
£>xd7 (12...Axd7 13 Axf6 gxf6 14 
#c4 ®xc4 15 Axc4 Ah6+ 16 *bl 
Af4 17 bxc3 4>e7 18 Sd3 ± Tuk- 
makov-Averkin, USSRCh 1973) 13 
#c4 cxb2+ 14 &bl Wxc4 15 Axc4 
16 Ad5 2b8 17 Af4 f6 18 Shel 
Ae7 19 Se3 Ad8 20 h3 Ad7 21 Sb3 
± Tukmakov-Polugaevsky, USSR 
Ch 1973. 

11 £id5 £>xd5 

12 exd5 £ic5 (12...£lb6 13 Wh5 
Ae7 14 Axe7 ®xe7 15 £»c6 ttf6 
16 g4 h6 17 &bl Ad7 18 Ag2 = 
HIARCS- Wolff, Harvard Cup 1994) 
13 #h5! Ae7 14 £lc6 Axg5+ 15 
Wxg5 f6 16 »h5+ Iff7 17 Wf3 Ab7 
18 ibl 0-0 19 g4 <*> Tukmakov- 
Browne, Madrid 1973. 


C) 

8 Ac4 (D) 



8 ... Wb6 

Or: 

1) 8...#c7 9 Axe6! (9 We2 £)b6 
10 Ab3 Ae 7 11 0-0-0 h6?! 12 Axf6 
Axf6 13 £idb5! axb5 14 £ixb5 »c5 
15 £ixd6+ *f8 16 f5 We5 17 c3 Ae7 


18 £ixf7 &xf7 19 #h5+ sS?f8 20 
Shfl Ag5+ 21 4>bl &e7 22 fxe6 
Axe6? 23 Sf7+ &e8 24 2f5+ 1-0 
Kameshvaran-Aaron, India 1972) 
fxe6 10 £ixe6 #c4 11 £>xf8 Sxf8 
(11.. ,£>xe4 12 £lxd7 £>xc3 13 bxc3 
#xc3+ 14 &f2! ±) 12 Wxd6 £ic5 13 
0-0-0 £>e6 14 Axf6 1-0 Rogalewicz- 
Koryczan, corr 1976. 

2) S..M&S 9 We2 h6 (9...b5? 10 
Ad5! b4 11 Axa8 bxc3 12 b3 d5 13 
exd5 foxdS 14 Bdl &5f6 15 Ac6 
Ae7 16 Axf6 gxf6 17 0-0 +- Matu- 
lovic-Barlov, Smederevska Palanka 
1982) 10 Axf6 £>xf6 11 0-0-0 Ae7 
12 Ab3 Ad7 13 e5 dxe5 14 fxe5 
£lh7 15 £>xe6 Axe6 16 Axe6 0-0 17 
Ab3 ± JovCid-Prieditis, corr 1971. 

3) 8...bS 9 Axe6 (9 Ab3 Wb6 is 
not critical for Black) fxe6 10 £ixe6 
(this sacrifice has long been thought 
favourable for White, but in fact it is 
not at all clear - see line 3b22 below) 
and now: 

3a) 10...lTb6?! 11 £kl5! £>xd5 12 
Wxd5 We3+ 13 &fl £ib6 14 £ic7+ 
*d7 15 ®f7+ &c6 16 £)d5! #xe4 
17 ^c7+ &xd5 18 Edl+ *e6 19 
Sel #xel+ 20 4?xel h6 (20...4M5 
21 ®c6 +-) 21 f5+ &d5 22 1^6 
hxg5 23 *f2 Sh4 24 Sdl + *e5 25 
#c6 Sb8 26 #e8+ 1-0 Matanovid- 
Gufeld, Skopje 1969. 

3b) 10...Wa5 and now: 

3bl) 11 £sxf8 Sxf8 12 #xd6 
Kb6 13 0-0-0 Wxd6 14 Sxd6 b4 15 
£>e2! (15 <S)a4 h6 16 Ah4 a5 17 
Shdl Sa6 18 S6d4 Bc6 19 h3 £>h5 
20 f5 g5 21 Ael <2)f4 = Tseitlin- 
Polugaevsky, USSR Ch 1971) h6 
(15...£>c5 «) 16 Ah4 £>c5 17 £lg3 
Ab7 18 Sel 2c8 19 b3 a5 20 &b2 
Sf7 21 Axf6 Sxf6 22 £sf5 « Matu- 
lovi6-Tringov, Vrnja5ka Banja 1973. 
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3b2) 11 0-0 with a final branch: 

3b21) ll...b4?! 12 £>d5 <£>f7 13 
f5! (13 £>dc7 Sa7 14 e5 Sxc7 15 
£>xc7 Wxc7 oo) £b7 (13...h5? 14 a3! 
£}xd5 15 exd5 4if6 16 &xf6 gxf6 

17 axb4 Wxb4 18 Sa3! ± Vitolin§- 
Schmidt, USSR 1973) 14 c4 bxc3?! 
(14...i.xd5 15 exd5 ±) 15 Axf6 
£>xf6 16 £lg5+ 4^8 17 4}xf6+ gxf6 

18 Wb3+ £d5 19 exd5 fxg5 20 bxc3 
± Sakharov-Yuferov, USSR 1973. 

3b22) lL.Jk.b7! 12 We2 (12 e5 
dxe5 13 fxe5 Wb6+ 14 *hl Wxe6 
15 exf6 0-0-0 16 fxg7 £xg7 17 
i.xd8 Sxd8 T; 12 £>xf8 Wb6+ +) 
4f7! 13 Axf6 £>xf6 14 £>g5+ 4g8 
15 e5 dxe5 16 fxe5 Se8 17 exf6 
£lc 5+ 18 4hl Bxe2 —fr* Boudre- 
Baburin, St Michel 1993. 

9 £b3 

Or: 

1) 9 £xf6!? £>xf6 (9...*xb2 10 
£ixe6fxe6 {10...4M611 £ic7+4d8 
12 £>7d5 ±) 11 Ebl Wa3 12 Ad4 ±) 
10 Ab3 e5! 11 £>de2exf4 12£lxf4 
We3+ 13 £>fe2 Ae7 14 Wd4 Wxd4 
15 £kd4 g6 16 0-0 0-0 17 fiadl 
£}g4 18 h3 with perhaps a faint edge 
for White, Beliavsky-Gelfand, Lin¬ 
ares 1994. 

2) 9 Wd2 Wxb2 10 0-0 Wb4 11 
Ab3 Ae7 12 Sadi £ic5 13 Wei h6 
14 A.h4 £ifxe4 15 £>xe4 Wxel 16 
Bfxel Axh4 17 £>xd6+ 4f8 + 
Richardson-Kletsel, corr 1984. 

9 ... Ae7 (D) 

10 f5 

If 10 Wd2, then 10...£fc5 =. 

10 ... £>c5! 

11 fxe6 fxe6 12 Ae3 (12 £>a4 
Wc7 13 £ixc5 dxc5 14 ^.xf6 Axf6 15 
£ixe6 We5 16 Wd5 Wxe6 17 Wxe6 



i.xe6 18 ±xe6 £xb2 19 Sdl V 2 -V 2 
Estrin-Buki6, Primorsko 1972; 12 
We2 £ixb3 13 £>xb3 0-0 14 0-0-0 
Wc7 15 Shel Ad7 16 e5 dxe5 17 
Wxe5 Wxe5 18 Sxe5 Sad8 19 4kl4 
h6 20 £d2 V 2 -V 2 Ljubojevic-Gheor- 
ghiu, Palma de Mallorca 1972) Wc7 
(12...^fxe4 13^xe4^xe4 14 Wg4 
±) 13 0-0 b5 and now: 

1) 14 Wf3 0-0 15 e5 (15 Wh3?! 
£>xb3 16 cxb3 e5! 17 <&f5 b4 18 
£ia4 ^xe4 + Matulo vi£-Lj uboj evic, 
PoreS 1973) dxe5 16 Wc6 Ba7 17 
Wxc7 Bxc7 18 £lf5 J&d8 ¥ Matu- 
lovic-Gheorghiu, Helsinki 1972. 

2) 14 a3 £ixb3 15 cxb3 0-0 16 b4 
Be8 (16...Wd7 17 We2 Ab7 18 Af2 
Bac8 19 e5 £M5 = Bronstein-Savon, 
Moscow 1970) 17 h3 Ad8 18 £>b3 
^.b7 19 Bad Wd7 with an equal po¬ 
sition, Matulovic-Ciocaltea, Novi 
Sad 1973. 

To summarise this chapter, C is 
harmless, B doesn’t offer White much 
against accurate defence (however, 
Black should prefer B2 to Bl), so we 
are left with the sharp lines of A. Of 
these, A2 appears to be White’s most 
dangerous try. 



15 6 J.g5: Other Lines 


This is the only chapter in which I 
have deviated even slightly from the 
word ‘Complete* in the title of the 
book. In my database there are a 
massive 1198 games falling into the 
area covered by this chapter. How¬ 
ever, this only proves that if you have 
a sufficiently large database then, in 
the opening stages at least, you can 
find an example of virtually every le¬ 
gal move! For example, there are 27 
games featuring the unappealing 
move 6...e5. Not a single one of 
these games features a player of IM 
strength or above as Black. There is 
little point in covering such a move 
in detail - it is just bad after 7 jLxf6 
Wxf6 (7...gxf6 8 *hb3 ±) 8 £>d5 #d8 
9 ±. Moves which can be re¬ 

futed with the aid of general princi¬ 
ples and a little common sense are 
not mentioned in this book. 

We therefore focus our attention 
on those unusual lines which have 
some claim to being a genuine ‘sys¬ 
tem’, i.e. which do not consist solely 
of random developing moves, but 
which have some strategic point. 

Readers should note that many of 
these lines have changed little since 
The Najdorf for the Tournament 
Player was published. In these cases 
we give only a summary concentrat¬ 
ing on any recent developments, so 
readers should also refer to the ear¬ 
lier book. This applies particularly to 
lines A, B, C and E. Lines F and G 
are new to this book. 


A: 6...£fod7 
B: 6...e6 7®d3 
C: 6...e6 7®f3 
D: 6...e6 7f4£d7 
E: 6...e6 7f4£e7 8 Wf3h6 

9 Ah4 g5 
F: 6...e6 7f4<&c6 
G: 6...e6 7 f4 Ae7 8 #f3 »a5 

Here are some other ideas which 
do not occur frequently enough to 
deserve a place in the above list: 

6.. .e6 (6...4Sc6 transposes to an poor 
line of the Richter-Rauzer) and now: 

1) 7 We2 h6 8 Ah4 Ae7 (8...g5 9 
Ag3 £>bd7 10 0-0-0 #c7 11 h4 2g8 
12 hxg5 hxg5 13 f3 £>e5 14 Ael b5 
15 a3 £b7 16 g3 ± Yurtaev-Rashk- 
ovsky, USSR 1982) 9 Ag3?! (9 f4 
^xe4 10 Jixel £ixc3 11 #c4 < ixe7 
12 Wxc3 ®b6 ?; 9 0-0-0 £>xe4 10 
£xe7 4 ^xc 3 11 £xd8 £>xe2+ 12 
£>xe2 *xd8 13 2xd6+ <S?e7 =) e5! 
10 £>b3 b5 11 f4 0-0 12 Wd3 $3bd7 
+ Smyslov-Portisch, Tilburg 1979. 
White has wasted time with his dark- 
squared bishop. 

2) 7 Wd2 is well met by 7...h6 
(7...£>c6 is a Richter-Rauzer). Since 
8 ^Lh4 £ixe4 loses a pawn, White has 
to play 8 ^Le3 (when Black replies 

8.. .£ig4), or 8 iLxf6. In both cases 
White’s crucial dark-squared bishop 
is exchanged, immediately giving 
Black a good game. In my database, 
Black has scored a stunning 64% af¬ 
ter 7 ®d2 h6. This is an example of a 
bad move (played an incredible 109 
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times in my database) which can be 
refuted by common sense. 

3) 7 $Le 2 has also been played 
quite often, usually with the idea of 
castling kingside. This is dubious 
rather than genuinely bad. White is 
mixing up two disparate systems: the 
aggressive Ag5 and the positional 
plan of Ae2 and 0-0. Black’s 59% is 
an indication that he normally faces 
no problems. The usual response is 

7.. JLe7; if then 8 0-0, we reach a kind 
of Scheveningen in which White has 
played the odd move Ag5. The only 
other idea is 8 #d2, when 8 ... 0-0 
(now 8...h6 can be met by 9 Ae3, 
and Black cannot play ...£>g4) 9 f4 
Wcl 10 0-0-0 £>bd7 1 1 Af3 £>b6 12 
g4 Ad7 13 fihel £>c4 14 Wd3 2ac8 
was unclear in J.Polgar-Lautier, Til¬ 
burg 1996. 

A) 

6 ... £>bd7 (D) 

Although this is played relatively 

often, it does not have a good theo¬ 
retical reputation. Not only does 
Black have to play the opening accu¬ 
rately to avoid a tactical disaster, he 
faces the prospect of a positionally 
inferior middlegame at the end. 7 f4 
allows Black to transpose to other 
lines, so 7 Ac4 is considered the cru¬ 
cial test. 

7 Ac4 

Or: 

1) 7 Ae2 is playable, e.g.: 7...e6 
(7...h6 8 Ae 3 is similar to the 6 Ae2 
£>bd7 line of the Najdorf, except that 
Black has weakened his kingside 
with ...h6; 7...g6 leads to the same 
line; 7...e5!?) 8 0-0 Wc7 (8...£e7 9 
a4 h6 10 Ah4 £}xe4 11 £lxe4 Axh4 
12 £)xd6+ is dangerous for Black; 



8.. .b5!?) 9 a4 (9 jLh5 led to a famous 
win in Keres-Kotov, Budapest 1950, 
after 9...®c4? 10 4^xe6! #xe6 11 
£>d5 &d8 12 Ag4 #e5 13 f4! ±, but 

9.. .g6 is =) b6 10 f4 Abl 11 Af3 ± 

2) 7 f4 and now: 

2a) 7...b5(7,..e6 and 7...«fc7 fol¬ 
lowed by ...e6 will transpose to chap¬ 
ter 13 or 14) 8 Axf6 £>xf6 9 e5 b4!? 

10 £>a4 £>e4 (10...&g4 11 #d3 dxe5 
12 fxe5 £kI5 13 We4 Adi 14 e6 fxe6 
15 G)c5 £)f6 16 Wf3 2a7 17 <5Mxe6 
Axe6 18 £>xe6 ± Van Kempen-Asa- 
turjan, corr 1991; 10...&d7 11 exf6 
ilxa4 12 #f3 e6 13 f5 e5 14 ilc4 
gxf6 15 Wb7 Ae7 16 £>c6 Axc6 17 
Wxc6+ *f8 18 Wd5 ± Zelinsky- 
Govashellshvili, corr USSR 1993) 

11 Ad3 Ab7 12 e6 Wa5 13 exf7+ 
&xf7, Lieutenant-Pohla, Huy 1991, 
14«e2!±. 

2b) 7...®b6 and now: 

2bl) 8 £>b3 (too passive) h6 9 
Axf6 (9 Ah4 We3+ 10 Ae2 Wxf4 T) 
£)xf6 10 Ae2 (10 e5 dxe5 11 fxe5 
£)g4 12 We2 £>e3 ?) e6?! (10...1fe3! 
=) 11 #d3! #c7 12 Af3 Ac! 13 
0-0-0 *hdl 14 *bl ± Vakhrushev- 
Soloviev, USSR 1978. 

2b2) 8 Wd2 #xb2 9 Sbl (9 £lb3 
e6 transposes to chapter 8) #a3 10 
Axf6 gxf6 (10...£>xf6 11 e5 dxe5 
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{ll...£ig4 12 h3 £lh6!?®} 12fxe5 
£)g4 13 £sd5 Wc5 14 £lb3 Vc6 15 
£ia5 ®d7 16£ic4±) 11 <Sd5 with a 
final branch: 

2b21) lUtcS 12 Sb3 e6 13 Sc3 
Wa7 14 £>c7+ &e7, Klovan-Herm- 
lin, USSR 1980, and now simply 15 
£>xa8 (15 Axa6 was played in the 
game) Wxa8 16 Ae2 ±. 

2b22) 11...5b8 12 2b3 Wxa2 
(12...Wa4 13 Axa6! bxa6 14 Wc3 
#xb3 15 cxb3 +- Vitolins-Arakas, 
USSR 1978) 13 Wb4! a5 14 #c3 e6 
15 Ab5! a4 (15...exd5 16 0-0 will 
trap the black queen?) 16 Wc7! exd5 
17 #xb8 &d8 18 Axd7 *xd7 19 
2xb7+ 1-0 Van der Wiel-Danner, 
Lucerne 1982. 

2b23) ll...&d8 12 Ae2 e6 (not 
necessarily best; 12...£\c5!? is inter¬ 
esting) 13 2b3 Wxa2 (13...Wa4 14 
Wc3 exd5 15 2a3 #xa3 16 ®xa3 ± 
Klovan-Pohla, USSR 1981) 14 0-0 
exd5 15 Wc3 dxe4 16 2al Wxal+ 17 
Wxal a5 18 Ac4 Ae7 19 Axf7 £>c5 
20 2a3 a4 21 Wb2 (21 #a2 Ad7 22 
£te6+ Axe6 23 Axe6 &c7 24 Wc4 
b5 25 Wd5 b4 26 2g3 ® Liermann- 
Mathes, corr) Ad7 22 Wb6+ &c8 23 
Ad5 ^b8 24 Ac4 2c8 « Goldberg- 
Mathes, corr 1988. 

7 ... ^a5 

Black has tried no fewer than 
eight different moves here, but most 
of them need not detain us: 

1) 7...g6 8 f3 Ag7 9 Wd2 0-0 10 
0-0-0 £)e5 11 Ab3 Ad7 is just a Yu¬ 
goslav Attack in which Black has 
wasted time on the irrelevant ...a6. 

2) 7...h6 8Axf6!&xf6 9We2e6 
(9...g6 10 0-0-0 Wa5 {10...Wc7 11 f4 
Ag4 12 £tf3 e5 13 $3d5 ± Bagirov- 
Spassky, USSR 1963} 11 h3 Ag7 12 
f4 £>h5 13 £>b3 Wc7 14 £M5 #d8 


15 We3 0-0 16 e5 ± Yudovich-Moi- 
seev, USSR 1968; 9...b5 10 Ab3 Ab7 
11 0-0-0 e5 12 £>f5 g6 13 £\e3 Ae7 

14 £)g4 £)xg4 15 Wxg4 2c8 16 2d3 
± Lobron-Budde, Bundesliga 1986) 
10 0-0-0 #c7 llf4e5(ll...Ae7 12 
e5 dxe5 13 fxe5 $)h7 14 h4 Ab4 15 
2h3 Ad7 16 Axe6! Axe6 17 4)xe6 
fxe6 18 #g4 #e7 19 2f3 £>f8 20 £>e4 
with a dangerous attack, Kunerth- 
Neu, corr) 12 £\d5! G)xd5 13 exd5 
Ae7 14 fxe5 dxe5 15 £>e6! ± Tal- 
Bilek, Amsterdam 1964. 

3) 7...b5 8 Ad5! &xd5 9 £>xd5 
Ab7 10 0-0 £>b6 11 £>xb6 #xb6 12 
2el g6 13 a4! ± Gosztola-Andies, 
corr 1990. 

4) 7...e6 8 0-0 Wc7 (not 8...b5? 9 
Axe6 fxe6 10 £ixe6 Wb6 11 £kl5 
and wins, Ehlvest-Anastasian, Ere¬ 
van 1988; 8...h6 9 Axf6 £>xf6 10 
Ab3 b6 11 f4 Ab7 12 Wd3 Ae7 13 
£>xe6! fxe6 14 Axe6 b5 15 e5 ± 
Stean-Browne, Nice OL 1974) 9 
Axe6 (9 Ab3 h6 10 Ah4 g5 11 Ag3 
£>e5 12 f4 gxf4 13 2xf4 Ag7 14 
^h 1 h5! co Wolff-Yudasin, Philadel¬ 
phia 1992) fxe6 10 £ixe6 Wc4 11 
&d5 (11 £)xf8 Sxf8 12 Wxd6 ±) 
<&f7 12 Axf6 £>xf6 (12...*xe6? 13 
Ac3! ± Keres-Sajtar, Amsterdam 
1954) 13 b3 Wxfl+ 14 Wxfl Axe6 

15 £>c7 Sc8 16 £)xe6 *xe6 17 f4 ±. 

5) 7...Wc7 8 We2, followed by 
0-0-0, with a large lead in develop¬ 
ment. 

8 Wd2 e6 

8...h6 (8...b5 9 Ad5! £ixd5 10 
£>xd5 #xd2+ 11 &xd2 ±) 9 £xf6 
£\xf6 10 0-0-0 e6 11 Shel ±e7 12 
f4 0-0 13 i.b3 Se8 14 *bl £f8 15 
g4! ± Spassky Petrosian, Moscow 
Wch (19) 1969. 

9 0-0-0 
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Or 9 0-0 and now: 

1) 9...b5?! 10 JLd5! e\d5 11 exd5 
4)c5 (ll...J.e7 12 Sael and wins) 

12 Sfel+ &d7 13 #f4! +-. 

2) 9...£le 5 10 J.b3 b5, Rogers- 
Halpin, Australia 1982, 11 J.xf6 
gxf6 12 f4 ±. 

3) 9...i.e7 10 Sadi h6 (better 
than 10...&C5?! 11 Sfel J.d7 12 a3 
#c7 13 b4 £la4 14 £)xa4 J.xa4 15 
J.xe6! fxe6 16 4ixe6 #xc2 17 #d4 
± Tal-Polugaevsky, Riga 1959) 11 
J.h4 g5 (ll...£lxe4 12 £ixe4 #xd2 

13 £lxd6+ J.xd6 14 Sxd2 ±) 12 
Ag3 £le5 (12...£lh5? 13 £ixe6! fxe6 

14 J.xd6) 13 J.e2 (13 J.b3 £ih5 14 
J.a4+ b5 15 J.xe5 dxe5 16 £\c6 
#c7 17 £lxe7 &xe7 18 J.b3 £if6 = 
Tal-Korchnoi, USSR Ch 1959) Ad7 
(13...b5 14 a3 J.b7 15 f4 £lc4 16 
Axc 4 bxc4 17 fxg5 #xg5 18 #f2 ± 
Sevecek-Atabek, corr 1967) 14 f4 
gxf4 15 Sxf4 £ig6 16 Sf2 #g5 17 
£lf3 #xd2 18 £lxd2d5 (18...b5? 19 
Sdfl! +-) 19 exd5 <S)xd5 (19.. J.c5 
20 £lde4 foxe4 21 &xc4 J.xf2+ 22 
&xf2 ±) 20 £)xd5 exd5 21 £lb3 ± 
Lepeshkin-BangieV, USSR 1975. 

4) 9...h6 10 J.h4 g5 (10...Ae7 
transposes to line 3 above; 10...b5 11 
J.d5! exd5 12 exd5 ±; 10...£ie5 11 
J.b3 g5 12 f4! gxh4 13 fxe5 #xe5 
14 Sael £ig4 15 £>f3 ±) 11 J.g3 
£\h5?! (ll..Jl.e7 12 Sadi is line 3; 

ll...£se5 12 J.e2 will probably also 
lead to line 3) 12 J.xe6! fxe6 13 
£)xe6 4)xg3 14 fxg3 £ie5 15 Sxf8+ 
Sxf8 16 #xd6 Sf6 17 #c7! b6 18 
<5lg7+ 4>f8 19 4^h5 +- Moyano Gar- 
cia-Mancebo, corr 1986. 

The fact that both 9 0-0-0 and 9 
0-0 seem to be good for White has 
dissuaded players from adopting this 
line as Black. 


9 ... b5 

10 J.b3 

Not 10 J.d5 (10 J.xe6 fxe6 11 
£sxe6 *f7 12 &xf8 Sxf8 13 #xd6 
b4 14 £ld5 #xa2 15 Shel and now 

15.. .#al+ 16 &d2 #xb2 draws at 
least, while lS-.'&gS 16 J.xf6<5)xf6 
is simply good for Black) b4! (not 

10.. .exd5? 11 £lc6 #b6 12 exd5 +-) 
11 ik.xa8 bxc3 12 bxc3 £lb6 13 
i.c6+ (13 <$3b3 #33+ 14 *bl £lxa8 
¥) Jd7 14 J.xd7+ &xd7 15 #f4 
4lc4 *> Tukmakov-Petkevich, USSR 
1973. 

10 ... J.b7 

11 Shel (D) 



11 ... 0 - 0-0 

The alternatives are very risky: 

1) ll...£ic5 and now: 

la) 12 &xf6 gxf6 13 #f4 (13 
‘A’bl b4 14 £id5! exd5 15 exd5+ 
< &d7 16 £lc6 4)xb3 17 cxb3 J.xc6 
18 dxc6+ i 4 , c7 19 #f4 « Schmid- 
Kaniuth, corr 1964) J.e7 14 #g4 
0-0-0 15 J.d5!? (15 £ld5 might be 
even more effective) b4? (15...#c7 
or 15...h5 ±) 16 i.xb7+ &xb7 17 
£)d5! exd5 (17...Shg8 18 &c6!) 18 
exd5 ± Stein-Tal, USSR 1962. 

lb) 12 e5 (less convincing) dxe5 
(12...b4 13 <5)a4 £ixa4 14 exf6 £lc5 
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15 Axe6! ±) 13 JLxe6 fxe6 (13...b4 14 
2xe5 fxe6 is also possible) 14 £>xe6 
b4! and it is not clear how White pro¬ 
ceeds. 

2) ll...Bc8 and now: 

2a) 12 £.xf6 gxf6 (12...&xf6? 13 
e5 dxe5 14 2xe5 ±) 13 &bl £>c5 
(13...b4 14 &d5 exd5 15 exd5+ <&d8 

16 a3 ±) 14 Wf4 iLe7 15 #g4 ± (15 
&d5 e5! 16 &xf6+ <&d8 <*>). 

2b) 12 e5 b4 (12...dxe5? 13 £xf6 
^xf6 14 £ixe6 fxe6 15 2xe5 ±; 
12...^xe5 13 £ixe6 fxe6 14 2xe5 
dxe5 15 Axf6 Wcl 16 £xe5 Wf7 17 
f4 ± Shamkovich-Titenko, Moscow 
1963) 13 exf6 bxc3 14 Wf4 &c5 15 
^.xe6! fxe6 16 £ixe6 £ie4 17 f7+ 
&d7 18 £\xf8+ 2cxf8 19 2xe4 <£>c8 
20 2c4+ 1-0 Berta-Kallinger, corr. 

3) ll...£e7 12 f4 £c5 13 £xf6! 
and now: 

3a) 13...gxf6 14 <&bl (14 £d5?! 
b4 15 £xb7 bxc3 16 £c6+ &f8 17 
#xc3 Wxc3 18 bxc3 2c8 =; 14 We3 
0-0-0 15 a3 &b8 16 &bl #b6 17 
jka2 ± Matanovi6-Ostojic, Yugosla¬ 
via 1962) b4? 15 £>d5 &xe4 16 
2xe4 £xd5 17 £xd5 #xd5 18 We2 
± Tal-Johansson, Stockholm 1961. 

3b) 13.. JLxf6 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 
£e7 (15...£h4 16 g3 £e7 17 £xe6! 
0-0 18 £b3 2ad8 19 #f4 ± Spassky- 
Polugaevsky, USSR Ch 1958) 16 
£xe6 0-0 17 £b3 h6 18 &bl JigS 
19 «Y2 b4 20 &d5 2ad8 21 h4 
Axh4 (this is why Polugaevsky was 
wrong to force g3) 22 ^xh4 Jixd5 
23 ixd5 2xd5 = Kiuru-Hammar, 
corr 1974. 

4) ll...b4? 12 £k!5 exd5 13 exd5+ 
&d8 14 £ic6+ ixc6 15 dxc6 ±. 

12 a3 

Or 12 f3 (12 f47! b4 13 £>a4 £>c5 
14 e5 {14 iLxf6 gxf6 15 a3 £>xb3+ 


16 cxb3 d5! h6 15 $Lh4 £ixa4 16 
exf6 g5 17 3Lxzl4 Wxa4 18 fxg5 hxg5 
19 Jig3 ? Nunn-Kosten, London 
1979) £e7 (12...h6 13 3ih4 g5 14 Jifl 
£}e5 15 4>bl &b% 16 a4! t Parma- 
Saidy, Sarajevo 1971) 13 <&bl (13 a3 
transposes to the main line) b4 (pos¬ 
sibly too provocative; 13...&b8 is 
the alternative, when the question is 
whether White can profit from hav¬ 
ing omitted a3) 14 ?M5! exd5 15 
exd5 &e5 (15...2he8 16 2xe7 2xe7 

17 £>f5 2e5 18 £>xd6+ &b8 19 ^c4 
± Klovans-Lagland, corr 1974) 16 
£>f5 £f8 17 £xf6 gxf6 18 2e4 Wb5 
19 2xb4 Wdl 20 g4 <&b8 21 f4 
£>xg4 22 £>d4 &a8 23 £a4 Wc7 24 
£k:6 1-0 Erpel-Albrecht, corr 1986. 

12 ... £e7 

Attempts to do without this are 

very risky: 12...&b8 13 Axe6! (a 
stunning ‘innovation’ which makes 
the old line with 13 f4 redundant) 
fxe6 (13...b4 14 axb4 ®al+ 15 £>bl 
doesn’t help) 14 £}xe6 2c8 (14...2e8 
is much the same) 15 ^xf8 2hxf8 
16 Wxd6+ ^a8 17 e5 2xc3 18 bxc3 
£>e4 19 2xe4 £xe4 20 f3 +- Pal- 
miotto-Banti, corr 1960 (nobody no¬ 
ticed this game before...). 

13 &bl 

13 f4 is a very interesting move, 
creating possibilities of either e5 or 
f5. Fedorowicz-Westerinen, New 
York 1977 continued 13...h6 14 &.h4 
g5 15 fxg5 hxg5 16 «Skxg5 2xh2 17 
*bl 2g8 18 &d5 #xd2 19 £>xe7+ 
&d8 20 £idc6+ «£kxc6 21 £ixc6+ 
&c7 22 Jixd2 ±. Ilic suggests two 
possible improvements, 14...£>xe4 
15 £>xe4 #xd2+ 16 2xd2 £xh4 17 
£\xd6+ &c7 and 14...£^c5. Unfortu¬ 
nately the first line just loses mate¬ 
rial after 18 g3! < &xd6 19 £ixe6+ 
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4>c6 20 £>xd8+ Axd8 21 Ad5+ <&c7 
22 Axb7, so Black’s hopes rest on 
Ilic’s 14...£>c5. 

13 ... Wb6 

13...*b8 (13...2he8? 14 Axe6!) 

14 f4 &c5 (14...h6? 15 Axf6 £>xf6 
16 f5 ±) 15 Aa2 b4 16 axb4 «xb4 17 
f5 £tfxe4, Wittmann-Danner, Ljub- 
ljana 1982,18 £}xe4 1 S r xd2 19Axd2 
£}xe4 20 Aa5! 2de8 21 fxe6 ±. 

14 f3 <£>b8 

15 Ae3 £>c5 16 Aa2 b4 17 axb4 
Wxb4 18 £>b3 £>fd7 19 »f2!7 (19 
Ag5 f6 20 Ae3 £>b6 21 £>xc5 dxc5 
22 ®e2 ± Gulko-Petrosian, Moscow 
1976) £ixb3 20 Axb3 £>c5, Mesing- 
Martinovic, Yugoslav Ch 1977, 21 
2d4 Wb6 22 Aa2 ±. 

B) 

6 ... e6 

7 mi(D) 

The idea behind this move is that 
the queen is heading for g3 and it 
makes little difference whether it 
goes via f3 or d3. Moreover there are 
certain advantages to playing Wd3, 
for example if Black plays ...h6 
White can sometimes exploit the 
weak g6-square tactically with an e5 
and £}xe6 combination. Moreover, 
White can play f4 without having to 
commit his queen. We do not explic¬ 
itly mention the numerous transposi¬ 
tions into chapters 2 and 10 if White 
plays Wg3 at some stage. 

7 ... £>bd7 

Or: 

1) 7...b5 (a very sensible and 
good response) and now: 

la) 8 f4 b4 9 £>ce2 £>bd7 10 
0-0-0 Ab7 11 £>g3 #a5 12 <4?bl &c5 
13 We3 £tfxe4 + Martin Gonzalez- 
Gual, Barcelona 1990. 



lb) 8 0 - 0-0 b4 9 £>ce2 (9 e5?! 
bxc3 10 exf6 gxf6 11 Wf3 fxg5 12 
Wxa8 Wb6! + Neuronov-Zaichik, 
USSR 1979) Ab7 10 f4 Ae7 11 
Axf6 Axf6 12 g4 £kI7 13 g5 Qc5 14 
®e3 Ae7 15 Ag2 #b6 16 h4 0-0-0 
17 £*g3 2he8 = Tisdall-H.Olafsson, 
Nordic Ch (Torshavn) 1987. 

lc) 8 a3 £>bd7 9 0-0-0 Ab7 10 
Wh3 2c8 (10...Ae7 11 Ad3 2c8 12 
2hel 2xc3 13 bxc3 Wa5 14 £>b3 
®xa3+ 15 ^bl 0-0 % Sareen-How- 
ell, Calcutta 1996) 11 f4 Wa5 12 £>b3 
®b6 13 Ad3 2xc3 14 bxc3 Axe 4 % 
Levertow-Borwell, corr 1979. 

2) 7...h6 8 Ah4 Ae7 (8...g5 9 
Ag3 £ibd7 10 h4 2g8 11 hxg5 hxg5 

12 £>f3 g4 13 £>d2 £>e5 14 Wd4 
£>fd7 15 £>c4 Wcl 16 0-0-0 £>xc4 
17 Axc4 £>e5 18 Ab3 ± Timman- 
Van Wely, Amsterdam Donner mem 
1996) 9 0-0-0 £>bd7 (9...b5 10 f4 g5 
11 e5! gxh4 12 exf6 Axf6, Romero 
Holmes-Kuczynski, Dubai OL 1986, 

13 Ae2 t) 10 f4 and now: 

2a) 10...®c7 11 Ae2 b5 12 Af3 
(12 Axf6 £>xf6 13 Af3 Ab7 14 e5 
dxe5 15 £idxb5 ®b8 16 fxe5 {16 
Axb7 - see the analogous position in 
the note to Black’s 8th move} Axf3 
17 #xf3 axb5 18 #c6+ *f8 19 exf6 
Axf6 20 Wc5+ &g8 21 a3 &h7 ?: 12 
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e5?! dxe5 {12...£>c5? 13 Wg3 dxe5 
14 fxe5 g5 15 exf6 Jid6 16 £ixe6! 
+-} 13 fxe5 £>xe5 ?: £>c5 (12...Ab7 

13 ^xe6 fxe6 14 e5 dxe5 15 Wg6+ 
&f8 16 Axf6 Axf6 17 Ah5 « Muk- 
hin-Platonov, USSR 1968) 13 We2 
Ab7 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 £>h7 «. 

2b) 10...g5 11 fxg5 £>g4 12 £tf3 
(12 Ag3 £ige5 13 We2 hxg5 14 £if3 
Wc7 15 £ixe5 &xe5 16 »£2 &d7 17 
Ae2 b5 18 Shfl f6 19 a3 0-0-0 20 a4 
Wb7 21 axb5 axb5 22 Wd4 Ac6 = 
Nikolin-Arakhamia, Tuzla worn IZ 
1987) £>de5 (12...£>ge5 13 Wd4 
hxg5 14 Ag3 Wc7 15 Ae2 Sg8 16 
Shfl g4 17 £ixe5 £ixe5 18 Axe5 
dxe5 19 Wa4+ *f8 20 h3 gxh3 21 
gxh3 ± Ant.Rodriguez-Ch.Toth, Par- 
anana U-26 Wcht 1993) 13 Wd4 hxg5 

14 Ag3 f6 15 Ae2 Ad7 16 £xg5! 
£>c6 17 Wd2 £>ge5 18 &h3 Wa5 19 
£>f4 0-0-0 20 We3 b5 21 a3 ± Tim- 
man-Kamsky, Amsterdam Donner 
mem 1996. 

8 0-0-0 b5 

After 8 ... Ae7 9 f4 Wc7 10 Ae2 b5 
(this position can also arise via other 
move-orders, particularly those in¬ 
volving an early Ae2) 11 Axf6 (11 
Af3 Ab7 12 Axf6 gxf6 13 a3 «) 
£>xf6 (1 l...gxf612 Ah5 &c5 13 We3 
M 14 £>ce2 Ad7 15 &bl ±) 12 Af3 
Ab7 (12...e5 13 £>f5 Axf5 14 exf5 
Sc8 15 g4 b4 16 *hd5 £>xd5 17 
Axd5 exf4 18 Ab3 0-0 19 h4 ± Pan- 
dovos-Ipek, Istanbul 1982) 13 e5! 
dxe5 14 £>dxb5 Wb8 (14...Wc8 15 
£ld6+ Axd6 16 Wxd6 e4 17 Ae2 
Wc6 18 Wa3 ± Pandovos-Soylu, Is¬ 
tanbul 1982) 15 fxe5 (15 Axb7 
Wxb7 16 £>d6+ Axd6 17 Wxd6 exf4 
18 Bd4 Sc8 19 Wa3 t Gavrilakis- 
Marjanovic, Thessaloniki OL 1984) 
Axf3 16 Wxf3 axb5 17 Wc6+ *f8 


18 exf6 Axf6 19 Wc5+ &g8 20 a3 is 
exactly like the corresponding vari¬ 
ation in the note to Black’s 7th move, 
except that the h-pawn is still on h7; 
this effectively deprives Black of a 
vital tempo, so in this version of the 
position White is better. 

9 f4 Ab7 

It makes sense for Black to avoid 
...h6 because of tactics involving 
Wg6+. After 9...»c7 (9...b4 10 ^ce2 
Ab7 11 &g3 oo) 10 Ae2 Ae7 (or 
10...£>c5 11 We3 b4 «) we transpose 
to the last note. 

10 e5 

If White plays 10 a3, then he is ad¬ 
mitting that his opening hasn’t 
turned out well, so this attempt to 
smash Black flat is critical. 

10 ... dxe5 

11 fxe5 £lxe5 

12 Wg3 £ed7 (D) (12...«b87! 13 
^dxb5! axb5 14 Axb5+ £>c6 15 Wf3 
Wc7 16 Axf6 gxf6 17 Wxf6 Sg8 18 
£id5! Wa5?! {18...Wd6! 19 Shfl 
Sg7 20 £>b6 We7 21 &xa8 Wxf6 22 
£>c7+ <&e7 23 Bxf6 <£xf6 24 £>e8+ 
( 4’e7 25 £lxg7 Axg7 26 a4 is ±} 19 
Shfl Bg7 20 a4! Sd8 21 b4 Axb4 
22 £>xb4 Bxdl+ 23 Sxdl Bg6 24 
Axc6+ Axc6 25 Wh8+ 1-0 Martin 
Gonzalez-Magem Badals, Spanish 
Ch 1986) and now: 
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1) 13 .£.xf6 gxf6 14 JLe2 b4 and 
now: 

la) 15i.h5i.h6+16*bl,Nasy- 
bulin-Lavdansky, USSR 1978, and 
now 16...bxc3! 17 £lxe6 'S'bb 18 
£>c7+! (18 i.xf7+ 4?xf7 19 2xd7+ 
*e8! +) *f8 (18...&d8 19 Wxc3 
Wc6 20 Wxc6 £xc6 21 £}xa8 ^.xa8 

22 i.g4 &c6 23 2xd7+ i.xd7 24 
2dl ±) 19 Wxc3 «. 

lb) 15 2hel! bxc3 16 £sxe6 
i.h6+ 17 <£>bl Wb6 18 i.b5H +- 
axb5 (18...fxe6 19 i.xd7+ 4>f8 20 
Wxc3 e5 212xe5! ±d2 22 Wxd2 fxe5 

23 Wg5 i.d5 24 Wxe5 +-) 19 £lc5+ 
&d8 20 2xd7+ <&c8 21 2ee7 Ae4 
22 2c7+ &d8 23 £>b7+ 1-O.Baty- 
rov-Irzhanov, Ashkhabad 1996. A 
superb game. 

2) 13 £>cxb5 axb5 14 jkxb5 
Hxa2! 15 *bl Wa8 16 £>b3 Ad5 17 
Jfcxf6 2al+! (17...gxf6? 18 2xd5 <*>) 
18 &xal Wa2+ 19 *cl Wxal+ 20 
&d2 Wa5+ 21 Ac3 Wxb5 + Kataly- 
mov-Gofshtein, USSR 1977. 

3) 13&dLxb5axb5 14i.xb5i.c8 
15 &xf6gxf6 16 2d3 Wb6 17 Wf3, 
Smirin-Rotsagov, USSR 1985 and 
now 17...2b8!, in conjunction with a 
subsequent... JLh6+, sets up an awk¬ 
ward pin against b2 and poses White 
the problem of how he is going to 
justify his sacrifice. 

The spectacular line lb just above 
is critical for the assessment of the 
main line. However, the theoretical 
status of 7 Wd3 depends more on the 
reply 7...b5. 

C) 

6 ••• e6 

7 VI3 (D) 

Just as in line B, White’s queen is 
heading for g3. However, this time 


the queen is played to the f3-a8 di¬ 
agonal in order to prevent an imme¬ 
diate 7...b5. The defect is that sooner 
or later White will have to play f4, 
and in order to achieve this White 
has to commit his queen earlier than 
he would like. Again there are many 
possible transpositions into chap¬ 
ters 2 and 10, which we do not ex¬ 
plicitly mention. 



7 ... h6 

Or 7...£>bd7 8 0-0-0 and now: 

1) 8..JU7 9 *bl!? h6 10 JLcl 
Wc7 11 Wg3 2g8 12 f4 g5 13 f5 e5 
14 £ib3 b5 15 h4 JLb7 16 hxg5 hxg5 
17 Wei = Ivanovic-FtaCnik, Manila 
IZ 1990. 

2) 8...h6 9 .&e3! (this is the de¬ 
fect of delaying ...h6) Wc7 10 Wg3 
e5 11 £ib3 b5 12 a3 M7 13 ±d3 g6 

14 f3 jLg77! 15 h4! h5 16 ±xb5 
axb5 17 £ixb5 Wb8 18 £>xd6+ *f8 
19 2d2 <£>g8 20 2hdl ± Zude-Nunn, 
Bundesliga 1995. 

3) 8...Wa5 9 h4 h6 (9...Ae7 10 
£.e2£>c5 11 g4 {11 e5 dxe5 12 £>c6 
bxc6 13 Wxc6+ £icd7 14 Wxa8 0-0 

15 2xd7 &xd7 16 Wxa6 Wc7 * 
Kivioya-Bronstein, USSR 1971} 0-0 
12 We3 JLd7 13 f4 £>a4 14 £>xa4 
Wxa4 15 ^bl t Milov-Berkovich, 
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Alushta 1992) 10 &d2 Mcl 11 g4 (it 
is hard to believe this pawn sacrifice) 
fce5 12 %2 £iexg4 13 Ae2 (13 
2h3 &d7 14 f4 h5 15 f5 i.e7 16 Ae2 
2c8 17 Ag5 b5 18 fxe6 fxe6 19 
iLxf6 jLxf6 20 iLxg4 hxg4 21 ®xg4 
Mc5 ¥ Conquest-Tisdall, Reykjavik 
1996) h5? (13...®e5 ¥) 14 &g5 Ad7 
15 f3 &e5 16 f4 £lc6 17 i.f3 2c8 18 
&bl £ig4 19 jLxg4 hxg4 20 £)xc6 
Wxc6 21 «xg4 f6 22 £xf6 gxf6 23 
f5 <S?e7 24 2hel exf5 25 #g6 2h6 
26 <5)d5+ 1-0 Lejlic-Tisdall, Gausdal 
1996. 

4) 8...Wc7 and now: 

4a) 9 Ae2 £.e7 (9...b5) 10 Wg3 
(10 2hel £>c5 11 *hb3 £>xb3+ 12 
axb3 0-0 13 Mg3 b5 14 Ah6 £>e8 15 
Ae3 Ad7 16 ild3 ± Zaja-Shneider, 
Jyvaskyla 1994) h6 (10...£>c5 11 
Me3 0-0?! 12 f4 b5 13 e5 dxe5 14 
fxe5 03d5 15 £>xd5 JLxg5 16 Wxg5 
exd5 17 Af3 ± Rogalewicz-Turlej, 
coir 1993) 11 Ae3 b5 12 a3 2b8 13 
f4 b4 14 axb4 2xb4 15 if3 2g8 16 
2hel g5 was unclear in Morozevich- 
Anand, Moscow rpd 1995. 

4b) 9 %3 b5 (after 9...±e7 10 
iLe2 {10 f4 h6 11 Ah4 transposes 
to chapter 10} Black faces similar 
problems, since 10...b5 11 JLxb5 
axb5 12 <5)dxb5 will transpose to the 
main line of this note) 10 JLxb5 axb5 
11 £>dxb5 Wb8 12 £>xd6+ £xd6 13 
Wxd6 Wxd6 14 2xd6 h6 (14...0-0 15 
2hdl is similar) 15 jk.h4 (15 ^.d2 
and 15 JLxf6 are also ±) g5 16 JLg3 
<£)c5 17 f3 1 Jorge-Fairclough, Thes¬ 
saloniki OL 1984. These endings are 
just bad for Black; the three con¬ 
nected passed pawns plus a lead in 
development are worth more than 
the knight. 

8 £h4 


Or: 

1) 8 £.xf6 #xf6 9 Wxf6 gxf6 10 
0-0-0 (10 Ae2 h5 11 0-0-0 £d7 12 
<&bl &d8 13 f4 £>c6 14 2hfl i?c7 
15 2f3 jLe7 = Bokucheva-Platonov, 
Gori 1971) b5 11 a3 Ab7 12 f4 £>d7 
13 jLe2 h5 = Sidorov-Polugaevsky, 
corr 1953. 

2) 8 i.e3 e5 (8...£>bd7 9 Mg3 e5 
10 03b3 b5 11 f3 Mcl 12 Mf2 b4 13 
£>dl d5 14 Ad3 dxe4 15 fxe4 £iel ¥ 
J.Littlewood-Nunn, British Ch 1979) 
9 03b3 Ae6 (9...b5 is also good) 10 
a4 *hc6 11 i.d3 fob4 12 £>d2 JLe7 

13 0-0 0-0 14 a5 £ixd3 15 cxd3 d5 
¥ Van Riemsdijk-Stean, Sao Paulo 
1979. 

8 ... fobdl 

8.. .Ae7 9 0-0-0 Mcl 10 g4 (10 
Ad3 £>bd7) £>bd7 11 Mh3 £>b6 12 
f4 £d7 13 2gl 0-0-0 14 «Tf3 £c6 
15 jSLe2 ± Ivanovic-Bykhovsky, Yu¬ 
goslavia tt 1993. 

9 0 - 0-0 Mcl 

9.. .£>e5 10 Mc2 (10 Mc3 g5 11 
&g3 Mcl 12 Ae2 Ae7 13 2hfl b5 

14 a3 2b8 15 f4 gxf4 16 2xf4 h5 17 
h3 b4 18 axb4 2xb4 19 I.h4? ®tfg4! 
+ Kupreichik-Grigorian, USSR 1976) 
g5 11 f4!? (11 £g3 Ad7 12 h4 2g8 

13 hxg5 hxg5 14 0313 Mcl with 
equality, Spassky-Petrosian, USSR 
Ch 1955) gxf4 (ll...£)g6!) 12 g3 
fxg3 13 03f3 ±dl 14 £ixe5 dxe5 15 
Jih3 jte7 16 Shfl « Giurumia-Ar¬ 
mas, Romania 1982. 

After 9..Mel, White may try: 

1) 10 ±d3 &e7 11 Mc2 b5 12 
f4 b4 13 03d5 (13 03bl £b7 14 0302 
03c5 15 &bl 0-0 16 £g3 a5 T Ka- 
gan-Nunn, Hastings 1977/8) exd5 

14 03fS 03c5 15 £>xe7 Wxe7 16 
fihel dxe4 + Milov-Savon, Alushta 
1992. 
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2) 10 Ae2 Ae7 11 Shel (11 Ve3 
g5 12 Ag3 £se5 13 h4 Sg8 14 hxg5 
hxg5 15 Wdl Ad7 16 £if3 £ifg4 17 
£>xe5 £ixe5 18 2h7 #c5! ? Liber- 
zon-Portisch, Skara Echt 1980) g5 
12 Ag3 £>e5 13 We3 b5 14 a3 2b8 ? 
Tal-Platonov, USSR 1959. 

3) 10 0h3 Ae7 (10...b5 11 £>xe6 
fxe6 12 #xe6+ Ae7 13 Axb5 <&d8 
14 Wxe7+ ± Milov-Ruck, Zalakaros 
1993) 11 f4 transposes to line 6 on 
page 197. 

D) 

6 e6 

7 f4 Ad7 

8 Wf3 

8 Wd2?I h6! forces White to ex¬ 
change his bishop (9 Ah4 5)xe4), 
while 8 e5 dxe5 9 fxe5 Wa5 10 Ab5 
£ie4! Il^b3^xc3(ll... 1 tb4!?) 12 
®xd7+ £ixd7 13 Axd7+ &xd7 14 
£lxa5 Ab4 15 5lc4 £ld5+ 16 c3 Ae7 
was equal in Amrein-Bigaliev, Bu¬ 
dapest 1996. 

8 ... £lc6 

9 0-0-0 £xd4 

10 2xd4 Ac6 

11 Ac4 

Or 11 Ae2 (11 f5!?) Ae7 12 2hdl 
#35 13 ®e3 h6 14 Ah4 e5 15 fxe5 
dxe5 16 24d3 0-0 17 *bl 2fd8 
(17...b5!?) 18 Axf6 Axf6 19 £id5 ± 
Tal-Larsen, Reykjavik 1957. 

11 ... Ae 7 

12 2hdl Wa5 13 ®h3!? (13 »e2 
h6 14 Ah4 e5? 15 Axf6 Axf6 16 
2xd6 exf4 17 £k)5 Axd5 18 2lxd5 
+- Panno-Lombardy, Varna 1958) 
2d8 (13...0-0-0 14 Axe6+ fxe6 15 
Wxe6+ 2d7 16 e5 ±; 13...0-0 14 
Ab3 e5 15 Axf6 Axf6 16 2xd6 exf4 
17 £sd5 Axd5 18 26xd5 Wc7 19 
Wf5 ±) 14 Ab3 e5 (14...0-0 15 f5 ±) 


15 Axf6exd4?(15...Axf6 16 2xd6 
2xd6 17 2xd6 exf4 18 e5! Axe5 19 
WTfS 0-0 20 2d5 Axd5 21 Wxe5 ±) 

16 Axg7 dxc3 17 Axc3 1-0 P.Gap- 
rindashvili-Wielgo, corr 1990. 

E) 

6 e6 

7 f4 Ae7 

8 Wf3 h6 

9 Ah4 g5 

The so-called Gothenburg vari¬ 
ation, which was played three times 
in round 14 of the 1955 Gothenburg 
Interzonal by Argentinean players 
against Soviet opponents, with uni¬ 
formly unsuccessful results. The line 
is unpopular today, but there seems 
to be no objective reason for this. 

10 fxg5 £>fd7 (D) 



Now there are two main lines. 
Line El is thought to be a forced 
draw, while E2, although avoiding 
the draw, also seems to give White 
no advantage. 

El: ll£>xe6 
E2: 11 Wh5 

11 ±g3 £ie5! (not ll...hxg5?! 12 
0-0-0 ®c7 13 Ab5! ±) 12 Wf2 (12 
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Wh5 is line E2) hxg5 13 0-0-0 (13 
Ac2 Wb6 14 0-0-0 £>bc6 15 £>a4 
#a7 was equal in Stein-Calvo, Las 
Palmas 1973) Wb6 14 £>xe6!? #xf2 

15 £>c7+ <&>d8 16 £xf2 &xc7 17 
£id5+ *d7 18 i.d4 b5! 19 £>b6+ 
&c6 20 £>xa8 £\bd7 is unclear as the 
knight on a8 is lost. 

El) 

11 £>xe6 

Of the Soviet trio it was Geller 
who first took on e6. 

11 ... fxe6 

12 Hi5+ *f8 

13 £b5! 

The move that plunged the Argen- 
tinean trio into deep thought. After 
13 Jfc.d3 or 13 Jke2 Black reinforces 
his e5-knight by 13...£te5 14 0-0+ 
&g7 15 £g3 &bd7. 

13 ... 2h7! 

Other moves are bad, for example 

13...£>e5 14 Ag3 2h7 15 £xe5 dxe5 

16 2dl ± or 13...&g7 14 0-0£>e5 15 
Ag3 &g6 16 gxh6+ 2xh6 17 2f7+ 
&xf7 18 Wxh6, Spassky-Pilnik, Goth¬ 
enburg IZ 1955 and Keres-Najdorf, 
Gothenburg IZ 1955. See The Naj- 
dorffor the Tournament Player for 
the gory details. 

14 0-0+ 

Or 14 Wg6 2f7 15 #xh6+ &g8 
16 2fl (16 %6+ 2g7 17 #xe6+ 
&h8 18 Axd7 £>xd7 19 0-0-0 £>e5 
+ Gligorid-Fischer, Portoroz 1958) 
2xfl+ 17 £xfl £k5 18 &c4! £>xc4 
Vi-ViTimman-Stean, London 1973, 
in view of 19 ®g6+ &h8 (19...&f8 
20 &e2!) 20 ®h6+ with perpetual 
check. 

14 ... <&g8 

15 g6 2g7 

16 2f7 ±xh4 


16...£g5?! 17 £xd7 £>xd7 18 
2afl b5 19 e5 d5 20 <&hl! (20 £>xd5 
is also good) 2a7 21 4^xd5! exd5 22 
e6 &f8 23 iLxg5 hxg5 24 #xg5 2e7 
25 2xf8+ »xf8 26 2xf8+ <&xf8 27 
#f6+ 1-0 Romanov-Gulbrandsen, 
corr 1964. 

17 Wxh6(D) 



17 ... 2xf7 

According to current theory this 
move leads to perpetual check. The 
alternative is 17...#f6, avoiding the 
immediate draw. The critical posi¬ 
tion arises after 18 2fl (18 &xd7 
£>xd7 19 2xf6 Axf6 20 2fl Ad4+ 21 
S^hl Axc3 22 bxc3 £>e5, Skrobek- 
Inkiov, Polanica Zdroj 1981, and now 
23 Wd2 is t according to Parma) 
axb5 19 e5! Wxe5 20 Wxh4 4k6 
21 £ie4. Now Diaz-Alzate, Bayamo 
1984 continued 21...d5 22 £tf6+ 
£>xf6 23 2lxf6 £d7? (23...We3+ 24 
2f2 »el+ 25 2fl Wxfl+ 26 *xfl 
2xf7 27 gxf7+ *xf7 28 1^7+ *f6 
29 #h8+ &f7 30 h4 ±) 24 Sxg7+ 
&xg7 25 Sf7+ £>xg6 26 *li7+ <4>g5 
27 h4+ 1-0. 21...Sxf7!7 is interest¬ 
ing, but after 22 gxf7+ &f8 23 c3! 
(preventing a check on d4) Black is 
amazingly tied up, for example 

23...d5 24 £>c5 £>f6 25 ^6+ (25 
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Bxf6 We 3+ is a perpetual check) 
<&xf7 26 £)d3 is awkward for Black. 
It seems that by avoiding the draw. 
Black risks falling into an inferior 
position. 

18 gxf7+ &xf7 

19 Bfl+ Af6 

20 Wh7+ &f8! 

Better than 20... ^8 21 Wg6+ 

22 e5 dxe5 23 £>e4 Wb6+ 24 <&hl 
axb5 25 £>xf6 &e7 26 We8+ <&d6 27 
Wxc8 £>xf6 28 2xf6 &d7 29 Wxa8 
£>xf6 30 Wf8+ &d5 31 Wxf6 with a 
very favourable ending. 

After 20...^f8! White might as 
well take the draw straight away. Al¬ 
though various winning attempts 
have been tried, close examination 
shows that White only risks losing if 
he tries one of these. After 21 e5 (Be- 
liavsky’s 21 Ae2 remains untested, 
but it is hard to see anything other 
than a draw after 21...£}c6 22 Ah5 
<S)de5) dxe5 22 £)e4, for example. 
Black should play 22...Wb6+ 23 2f2 
axb5. Geller then gave 24 g4 as 
winning, while The Najdorf for the 
Tournament PlayeY gave a draw after 

24...Sa4! 25 g5 Bxe4 26 Wxe4 Wd4 
27 Wg6 Wg4+ 28 <&fl (28 <£hl? 
b6!) Wdl+. Now I don’t even see a 
draw after 28...£>c6! 29 Wh6+ ^f7 
30 Wh7+ (30 gxf6 £rf8 31 Bg2 Wf4+) 
&e8 31 Wg8+ (after 31 gxf6 £>f8 32 
Wc7 Ad7 33 Wxb7 £>d8 Black’s 
material advantage is decisive) <&e7 
32 gxf6+ £>xf6 33 Wxc8 £)d5 34 
&el Wg5 and the attacking power of 
the queen and two knights should 
win for Black. 

E2) 

11 Wh5 &e5 

12 Ag3 


Or 12 Af2 Axg5 13 h4 Ae7 
(13...Af6 14 0-0-0 £>bc6 15 Ae2 
£>xd4 16 Axd4 Ad7 17 2hfl We7 
18 2f4! threatening 2dfl was good 
for White in Jansa-Milev, Bad Lie- 
benstein 1963) 14 0-0-0 £}bc6 (not 

14.. .Wa5 15 g4 £>bd7 16 g5 £>g6 17 
£>b3 We5 18 Ad4! Wf4+ 19 

and the threats of 20 Axh8 and 20 
£>e2 are decisive) 15 Ae2 Ad7 16 
2hfl Wa5 may give White an edge. 

12 ... Axg5 

13 Ae2 

Others are no more promising, for 
example 13 £)f3 £)bc6! 14 2dl Af6 
15 Ae2 2h7 16 Af2 Wa5 17 &d4 « 
Geenen-Spasov, corr 1993 or 13 h4 
Af6 (13...Ae3 14 Bdl Wc7 15 £>db5 
axb5 16 £>xb5 Wa5+ 17 c3 *>) 14 
Ae2 £>bc6 15 5)xc6 bxc6 =. 

13 ... Wb6 

The best move, e.g. 13...£)g6 (or 

13.. .£>bc6 14 £>xc6 bxc6 15 0-0 Ba7 

16&xe5dxe5 17Bf3±; 13...Ad7 14 
h4 Af6 15 0-0-0 ±) 14 Bdl Wb6 15 
£>b3 Ae7 16 Bfl 17 Af2 Wd8 18 

Ad4 e5 19 Wf3 2h7 20 Ac4 £tf6 21 
£)d5 ± Harju-Vayrynen, corr 1988. 

14 Axe5 dxe5 

15 £» Wxb2 

Even 15...Bf8 16 <S)xg5 Wxb2 is 

playable. This is universally given 
as losing after 17 0-0 hxg5 18 Bxf7 
(18 Badl £>c6 «) Bxf7 19 Bfl Wxc3 
(19...Wb6+? 20 <&hl Wc7 21 Wh8+ 
&e7 22 Bxf7+ &xf7 23 Wh7+ +-) 
20 Sxf7, but 20...Wc5+ 21 *hl 
thdl seems safe enough (22 Wxg5 
leads to perpetual check). 

16 £>dl Wb4+ 

Or 16...Wxal 17 £>xg5 Bf8 18 
&xf7 <&d7! 19 c3 (19 £ixe5+ &c7 
20 Wxh6 £M7 and White cannot cas¬ 
tle) Wxa2 20 0-0 Wa3! 21 £>xe5+ 
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4?d8 22 £>f7+ &c7 23 £ie3 V 2 -V 2 
Parma-Minic, Cateske Toplice 1968. 
Black is better in the final position. 

17 c3 Wei 

18 0-0 Sh7! 19 £>f2 £>d7 20 <£g4 
(20 Sadi £sf6 21 th3 £.f4 «) &d8! 
(20...£>f6 21 £ixf6+ #xf6 22 Sadi 
i.d7 23 &d2 Wei 24 £ic4 ±c6 25 
<&hl Sd8 26 Bxd8+ ^xd8 27 ^xe5 
®c7 28 £ixc6 Wxc6 29 #63 ± V 2 -V 2 
Sakharov-Nasybulin, USSR 1979) 
21 Ad3 <&c7 22 g3 f6 23 Sael £>f8 
24 4?hl Ad7 + Dimovski-Ninov, corr 
1990. 

In summary, the only thing wrong 
the Gothenburg variation is that 
White has a forced draw. 


F) 

6 ... e6 

7 f4 *bc6 (D) 



8 £}xc6 

Various other moves have been 
tried, but apart from the critical 8 e5, 
they are either weak or transpose 
into various lines of the Richter- 
Rauzer. However, 8 e5 is dangerous 
for Black: 8...h6 (8...dxe5 9 £}xc6 
Wxdl+ 10 Sxdl bxc6 11 fxe5 £kl5 
12 £te4 is similar to line 2 below) 9 
Ah4 and now: 


1) 9...g5 and now: 

la) 10 Ag3 £)xd4 (10...dxe5 11 
£}xc6 Wxdl+ 12 Sxdl bxc6 13 fxe5 
£>d5 14 £}e4 Ag7 15 Ad3 &e7 16 
£>d6 a5 17 0-0 £tf4 18 Axf4 gxf4 19 
£fc4 ± Anand-Bologan, Geneva rpd 
1996) 11 #xd4 dxe5 12 #xd8+ <&xd8 
13 fxe5 £>d7 14 0-0-0 Ag7 15 Ac4 
b5 16 Ae2 <&e7 17 Af3 Sa7 18 Shel 
Ab7 = Tseitlin-Smirin, Israeli Ch 
1992. 

lb) 10 fxg5 £}d5 11 £>xd5 exd5 
12 exd6 (12 £}xc6 bxc6 transposes 
to the main line) Wxd6 13 We2+ 
Ae 1 14 £lxc6 bxc6 15 Ag3 Wg6, 
Brodsky-Shabalov, USSR Ch 1991, 
16 #e5 Sg8 17 Ad3 Wxg5 =. 

2) 9...dxe5 10 £>xc6 #xdl+ 11 
Sxdl bxc6 12 fxe5 £>d5 13 <&e4 
Bb8 (13...Ae7 14 Af2 {14 Axe7 ±} 
Sb8 15 Ad4 £>b4 16 Bd2! &xa2 17 
c3 £>cl 18 Ac4 &b3 19 Axb3 Sxb3 
20 Ac5 ® Ljubojevic-Ivanchuk, Til¬ 
burg 1989) 14 b3 Ae7 (14...g5?! 15 
Ag3 Ab4+ 16 <&e2 f5!? 17 exf6 e5 
18 &f3 g4+ 19 <&f2 Af5 20 Axe5 
Axe4 21 Axb8 ± Brodsky-Rechel, 
Groningen 1993) 15 £>d6+!? Axd6 
16 exd6 &d7 17 Ad3 £>c3 18 Bd2 f6 
« Luther-Bykhovsky, Sochi 1990. 

8 ... bxc6 

9 e5 h6 

10 Ah4 g5 

Not 10...dxe5 11 ®xd8+*xd8 12 
fxe5 g5 13 Axg5! hxg5 14 exf6 and 
White has the better ending, Mikhal- 
chishin-Shneider, Lvov 1986. 

11 fxg5 %3d5 

12 £te4 

Or 12 £>xd5 cxd5 (12...exd5 13 
#e2 {13 exd6 hxg5 14 #e2+ Ae6 
15 Ag3 Axd6 16 Axd6 #xd6 17 g3 
&dl 18 0-0-0 Wb4 = Howell-Sara- 
vanan, Calcutta 1996} hxg5 14 Ag3 
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#a5+ 14 #d2 #xd2+ 15 &xd2 £e6 
was level in Yermolinsky-Browne, 
USACh 1992)13#h5(13#g4&e7! 
=) #b6 14 jLe2 ,£Lg7 and now: 

1) 15 c3 dxe5 16 i.f2 #xb2 17 
0-0 #b7 18 ±c5 #c7 19 i.d6 #b6+ 

20 'toil Sa7 21 jLa3 ® Jonsson- 
Maksimenko, Odessa Student Wch 
1990 

2) 15 Sfl Ea7 16 ±f2 d4 17 0-0-0 
dxe5 18 g6 f5 19 i.c4 Sb7 20 i.b3 
0-0 « Sakharov-Odeev, corr 1989. 

3) 15 g6 0-0 (15...Sa7 16 £f2 d4 
17 0-0 dxe5 18 gxf7+ &f8 19 c3 +- 
Elters-Khakpoor, Novi SadOL 1990) 

16 &f6 Sa7! 17 &xg7 &xg7 18 gxf7 
Saxf7 19 #g4+ &h8 20 0-0-0 #e3+ 

21 *bl dxe5 22 Hhel Sg7 23 #b4 
#f4 + Mackid-Maksimenko, Yugo¬ 
slavia 1994. 

12 ... #b6 

13 &d3 
Or: 

1) 13 c4 dxe5 (13...#xb2 14 exd6 
£ie3 15 d7+ i.xd7 16 £lf6+ #xf6 

17 gxf6 £lxdl 18-Sxdl Sg8 19 £.e2 
Sxg2 20 &fl Sg8 21 £f3 0-0-0 + 
Enders-King, Buridesliga 1995) 14 
cxd5 #b4+ 15 £\c3 #xh4+ 16 g3 
#xg5 17 dxc6 ±c5 18 #f3 f5 19 
±e2 h5 20 Hfl Ha7 21 Sdl Sc7 22 
a3 e4 + Bauer-Stangl, Bundesliga 
1990. 

2) 13 c3 dxe5 14 &.g3 hxg5 15 
Axe5 Hh4!? 16 &d3! f5 (16...i.b7!?) 
17 £id2 &c5 (17...#xb2!? 18 0-0 
#b6+!? 19 *hl £se3 20 #e2 £ixfl 
21 Hxfl Jie7 and White has some 
compensation, but not enough) 18 
#e2 #xb2 19 Sbl #xa2 20 g3, Oll- 
Gelfand, Debrecen 1989, 20...Sh6! 
21 c4 £)b4 22 Sb2 £ixd3+ 23 #xd3 
#a3! +. 

13 ... hxg5 


and now: 

1) 14 i.xg5 #xb2 15 £sf6+ 4ixf6 
16 £xf6 #c3+ 17 &e2 Sg8 18 Sbl, 
was Solomon-Leskiewicz, Brisbane 
1995, and now 18...2xg2+ 19 ^fl 
2d2 20 #el 2xd3 21 cxd3 #xd3+ 

22 &f2 dxe5 is fine for Black. 

2) 14i.g3!?dxe5(14...#xb2!?) 
15 £.xe5 2h4 16 #f3 ±e7 17 0-0-0 
#e3+ 18 #xe3 £ixe3 19 g3 ± 2h6 
20 2d2 £)g4 21 ±g7 f5 22 i.xh6 
fxe4 23 £.xe4 &f7 24 2fl+ &g8 1-0 
Lendwai-Ermenkov, Miskolc 1990. 

3) 14 &f2 #xb2 15 0-0 #xe5 16 
i.g3 #d4+ 17 &hl f5! (17...£ie3?! 
18 #f3 £ixfl 19 2xfl f5 20 c3!#b6 
(20...g4?! 21 #e2 #g7 22 2xf5! ± 
VitolinS-Shabalov, USSR 1990} 21 
£)xd6+ £xd6 22 &xd6 2a7 23 2bl 
« VitolinS-DrilinS, USSR 1990) 18 
c3 &xc3 19 £lxc3 #xc3 20 2cl 
#a5 21 #e2!? (21 2xc6 £.b7 22 
#b3 JJLxc6 23 #xe6+ &d8 24 Sxf5, 
Arencibia-Martin del Campo, Mat- 
anzas Capablanca mem 1994, and 
now 24...#a3! +) i.e7 22 i.xf5 exf5 

23 i.xd6 #d8! 24 Hcdl Hh6 25 
jLe5, Shabalov-Browne, USA Ch 
1994, and now 25.. JLd7! +. 

G) 

6 ... e6 

7 f4 i.e7 

8 #f3 #a5 

This odd move, introduced by the 
Austrian master Danner, became 
popular after it was recommended in 
Danny King’s book Winning with the 
Najdorf. While there is no refutation, 
it is less reliable than the main lines 
of the Najdorf. 

9 0-0-0 

Lines in which White plays 5)b3 
are similar to lines from chapter 9 
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(i.e. 8 4^b3 against the Poisoned 
Pawn). However, White can wait for 
Black to play .. Jkd7 and ...£ic6 be¬ 
fore playing £ib3. Although White’s 
knight again ends up on a passive 
square, Black has been forced to play 
his knight to c6, where it is usually 
less well placed than on d7. 

9 ... Ml 

Necessary preparation as 9...b5 
10 e5 and 9...£}c6 10 £>xc6 bxc6 11 
e5 are lost for Black. After 9...Ml 
White may play: 

1) 10 M4 £>c6 11 £rt>3 Wcl 12 
g4 h6 13 £g3 0-0-0 14 h4 M 8 
(14...d5? 15 exd5 £\xd5 16 Sxd5! 
exd5 17 £ixd5 +- Brodsky-Rowson, 
Cappelle la Grande 1996) 15 g5 G3dl 
16 M3 g6 17 We3 t Ljubojevid- 
J.Polgar, Moscow OL 1994. 

2) 10 g4 £ic6 11 £\b3 Wcl 12 
M4 is line 1. 

3) 10 M3 £>c6 11 £>b3 Wcl 12 
Hhel h6 13 M4 £ixe4! 14 Exe4 
Mh4 15 «Tg4 M6 16 £\d5 Wd8 17 
Ml 0-0 18 £>xf6+ Wxf6 19 Sxd6 
Ead8 20 Wdl &c8 21 g3 Wei 22 
Exd8 Exd8 = Vl.Georgiev-Rowson, 
Halle jrWch 1995. 

4) 10 jLxf6 JLxf6! 11 e5 is met 
by 1 l...dxe5 12#xb7? (12 fxe5 M6 

14 £}xc6 jkg5+ 15 ^bl £)xc6 16 
£e4 Ml 17 £>d6+ Axd6 18 exd6 
0-0 =) exd4 13 Wxa8 Wcl ! threaten¬ 
ing both 14.. JLc6 and 14...dxc3. 

5) 10 e5 (probably the most criti¬ 
cal move) dxe5 11 fxe5 (11 £)b3 
Wcl 12 fxe5 &c6 13 Wg3 £ie4 {not 
13...^fd7 14 Mel Mel 15 %5+ 
^eS 16 Sd6 ± Rutherford-Curtis, 
Melbourne 1996} 14 £ixe4 $Lxe 4 

15 M3 &xd3 16 Exd3 Axg5+ 17 
Wxg5 £}c6 18 Wxgl ®xe5 19 Wh6 
±) $3c6 and now: 


5a) 12 £>xc6 Mc6 13 Wg3 £>h5 
(13...4M5 14 £ixd5 &xg5+ 15 Wxg5 
Md5 16 Wxg7 0-0-0 17 a3 Wcl 18 
M3 Shg8 19 #xh7 Axg2 20 Shgl 
Wei, Tejas-Sowray, London 1996, 
and now 21 Ac4! ±) 14 Wh4 Mg5+ 
15 Wxg5 g6 16 M3 with a slight 
plus for White. 

5b) 12 (ingenious, but Black 

can survive) exf5 13 exf6 gxf6 14 
M4 (14 Sd5 Wcl 15 M4 £>e5 16 
Wg3 0-0-0 17 Sxe5 fxe5 18 i.xe5 
»c6 19 Axh8 Exh8 20 M3 =) 
0-0-0 (14...Ae6!7) 15 £>d5 M6 16 
M4 Ad67! (16...1x5! «o) 17 M2 
£>b4 18 a3 &xd5 19 Wxf5+ &b8 20 
Mb4 JLxb4 21 Jixd5 ± Howell- 
D.James, Hastings 1995/6. 

6) 10 M4 £\c6 11 M3 h6 12 
Ah4g5 (12...Wh5 {boring, but best) 
13 Wxh5 £>xh5 14 Mel Mel 15 
Shfl g5 16 f5 £rf6 17 £>xc6+ Mc6 
18 Hfel £>g4 19 h3 $3e5 = Enders- 
Wahls, German Ch 1994) and now: 

6a) 13 Ml Wcl 14 f5 £>a5?! 
(14...£ixd4 15 Exd4 Hc8 16 fxe6 
fxe6 17 2d2 b5 18 Sfl b4 19 *he2 g4 
20 We3 Wc5 21 *d4 a5 = Luther- 
S.Pedersen, Minsk 1994) 15 J&xe6! 
fxe6 16 fxe6 jLc6 17 £)xc6 bxc6 18 
e5 0-0 (18...dxe5 19 Wf5 +-) 19 
Wd3 d5 20 exf6 Mf6 21 e7 Ef7 22 
Wg6+ kgl 23 £>xd5! +- Howell- 
Borne, Cannes 1995. 

6b) 13 fxg5 £>e5 14 We2 £>h7 15 
Ag3 hxg5 16 *hf3 £>f8 17 £>xe5 
dxe5 18 Wf2 £\g6 19 Sxd7! *xd7 
20 Wxfl +- McDonald-McShane, 
Hastings 1994/5. 

There is relatively little practical 
experience with Danner’s line, but 
my recommendation would be either 
line 1 above, or line 5 with 11 4)b3. 



Index of Variations 


Numbers refer to pages. A symbol 
such as ‘ 12W’ is shorthand for ‘alter¬ 
native White 12th moves’. Likewise 
‘8B’ means ‘alternative Black 8th 
moves’. 

1 e4 c5 2 £if3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 £sxd4 
£>f6 5 4k3 a6 6 i.g5 

6 ... e6 

6.. .£>bd7 7 Ac4 (7W 302) Wa5 (7B 
303) 8 #d2 e6 9 0-0-0 (9 0-0 304) b5 
304 

7 f4 

7 ®d3 (7 #f3 308; 7W 307) £>bd7 
(7B 306) 8 0-0-0 307 

A; 7..JLe7 (Main Line) 

B: l..Mb6 (Poisoned Pawn) 

C: 7...b5 (Polugaevsky) 

D: 7..Wc7 
E: 7...£lbd7 

Other lines: 

1) 7...h6 8 Jfi.h4 #b6 175 

2) 7..Ad7 310 

3) 7...£>c6 373 

A) 

7 ... Ae7 

8 Wf3 Wc7 

8.. .h6 (8...®a5 314) 9 Ah4 Wc7 
(9...g5 10 fxg5 £>fd7 11 Wh5 {11 
£ixe6 311)^5 312) 10 0-0-0 £)bd7 
and now there are two main possi¬ 
bilities for White: 

1) 11 ®g3 (1 1W 196) g5 (1 IB 197) 
12 fxg5 2g8 (12...hxg5 798; 12...4ih5 


199) 13 ±e2 (13W 200) £>e5 (13B 

200) 14£lf3(14W207)207 

2) 11 ±e2 Hb8 (11B 202) 12 Wg3 
(12W 205) Sg8 (12B 205) 13 Shfl 
(13W 206) g5 207 

9 0-0-0 £>bd7 

10 g4 

10 Ad3 (10 %3 78; 10 Ae2 80; 10W 
65) b5 (10...h6 {10B 66} 11 ±h4 
{11 #h3 276; 11 h4?! 220} g5 12 
fxg5 {12 e5 274} 209) 11 Shel (11 
Axffi 67) Ab7 (ll...b4 67) 12 «g3 
(12 £}d5 68; 12W 68) b4 (12B 72) 
13 £>d5 exd5 14 e5 (14 exd5 74) 
dxe5 15 fxe5 75 

10 ... b5 

10B 5 

11 Axf6 
11W 6 

11 ... £>xf6 

11.. .gxf6(ll...Axf679) 12 f5 (12W 
9) £le5 (12B 70) 13 ®h3 0-0 (13B 
II) 14 2gl (14W 77) *h8 15 <$3ce2 
(15 Ad3 73) 2g8 (15B 73) 16 2g3 
(16 £if4 74) &d7 (16B 74) 17 £rf4 
75 

12 g5 

12 a3 76 

12 ... 63d7 

13 f5 

13 a3 (13W 79) 2b8 (13...Ab7 20) 

14 h4 (14W 27) b4 15 axb4 2xb4 16 
i.h3 (16W 24) #c5 (16...£ib6 25; 

16.. .£ic5 25; le...^ 27; 16...0-0 
28) 17 £)b3 (17 #d3 29) #b6 30 

13 ... Sk5 

13.. Jbcg5+ (13B 32) 14 *bl £ie5 
(14B 33) 15 #h5 #d8 (15B 34) 16 
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Sgl (16W 36) Af6 (16B 37) 17 fxe6 
0-0 (17B 38) 18 Jth3 g6 19 £id5 39 

14 f6 

14 h4 (14W 40) b4 (14B 40) 15 fxe6 
(15 <S)ce2 47; 15 £lbl 40) fxe6 (15B 
45) 16 £ice2 g6 (16B 44) 17 Ah3 
(17W 44) e5 45 

14 ... gxf6 

14B 45 

15 gxf6 JifS 

16 Sgl 

16 #h5 (16 We3 46; 16 a3 46; 16 
£>f5 49; 16 £.h3 50) ±d7 (16B 53) 

17 .&h3 (17W 55) b4 18 £ice2 (18 
<5)d5 55) 0-0-0 56 

16 ... £d7 

16B 57 

17 Bg7 

and now 17...^.xg7 (17B 61) 18 
fxg7 Sg8 19 e5 0-0-0 (19B 62) 20 
exd6 #b6 (20..#b7 62) 21 S)e4 (21 
#xf7 65) £c6 (21...£lxe4 65) 22 
<£}xc6 64 

B) 

7 ... #b6 

8 #d2 

8 £>b3 (8 #d3 777; 8 a3 777; 8W 

779) £lbd7 (8B 180) 9 #f3 (9W 
184) &e7 (9B 187) 10 0-0-0 (10W 
189) Wc7 (10...h6 790) 11 i.d3 (11W 
790) b5 (1 IB 795) 12 a3 (12W 795) 
.&b7 794 

8 ... Wxb2 

9 Bbl 

9 4)b3 and now: 

1) 9...#a3 10£xf6 (10W 158) gxf6 
11 £e2 (11W 759) £>c6 (ll...h5 
760) 12 0-0 £.d7 13 *hl (13W 764) 
Sc8 766 

2) 9...£>c6 10 £xf6 (10 i.d3 767) 
gxf6 11 £la4 (11 £.e2 769) #a3 12 
£>b6 Bb8 13 £)c4 #a4 (13B 777) 14 
a3 (14W 777) b5 772 


3) 9...£lbd7 775 

9 ... #a3 

10 f5 

Or: 

1) 10 £.xf6 gxf6 11 &e2 i.g7 
(ll...h5 56; 11...4)06 56) 12 0-0(12 
f5 59; 12 Sb3 59) f5 13 Sfdl <2)c6 
(13...0-0 90) 14 £sxc6 90 

2) 10 JLe2 i.e7 (10B 92) 11 0-0 
£ibd7 (11...0-0 95; ll...£ic6 95; 

11.. .#a5 94; ll...h6 94; 11...#05 96) 
12 e5 (12W 707) dxe5 13 fxe5 £)xe5 
14 i.xf6 gxf6 (14...i.xf6 702) 15 
£ie4 103 

3) 10 e5 dxe5 (10B 706) 11 fxe5 
Gtfdl (1 IB 705) 12 ±c4 (12 i.e2 705; 
12 £ie4 709) i.b4 (12...i.e7 772; 

12.. .#a5 774; 12B 777) 13 Sb3 (13 
£ixe6 775) #a5 14 0-0 (14W 779) 
0-0 (14B 779) 15 i.f6 720 


10 ... 

foe6 

10...b5 742 


11 fxe6 

fxe6 

12 £>xc6 

bxc6 

13 e5 


13W 744 


13 ... 

dxe5 


13.. .£ld5 (13...£kl7 749) 14 £lxd5 
(14W 750) cxd5 757 

14 jk.xf6 gxf6 

15 £)e4 

15 &e2 722 

15 ... &e7 

15.. #xa2 (15..#e7 725; 15B 722) 

16 Sdl (16 £>xf6+ 724) &e7 724 

16 ±e2 h5 

17 Sb3 

17 ±f3 727 

17 ... #a4 

18 £ixf6+ 

18 c4 725 

18 ... .&xf6 

19 c4 

19W 131 
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19 ... 3a7 

19.. .1.h4+ (19B 132) 20 g3 Ae7 21 
0-0 2a7 (2IB 133) 22 2b8 2c7 23 
Wd3 (23W 135) &c5+ (23...*a3 
756) 24 *hl 756 

20 0-0 

and now: 20...2f7 (20B 137) 21 *d6 
(21W 759) &e7 140 

C) 

7 ... b5 

8 e5 

8W 244 

8 ... dxe5 

8.. .h6 245 

9 fxe5 Wc7 

10 We2 

10 exf6 (10W 245) Ke5+ 11 ±e2 
(11W 247) Wxg5 12 #d3 (12 0-0 
248) Wxl6 (12B 253) 13 2fl (13 
0-0-0 255) *e5 14 Bdl (14 0-0-0 
256; 14 <S)f3 267) 2a7 (14B 257) 15 
£if3 (15 S)dxb5 257) '#c7 16 £>g5 
(16W 258) f5 (16B 255) 17 Wd4 
We7 (17B 259) 18 £h5+ (18W 260) 
g6 267 

10 ... £>fd7 

10B 225 

11 0-0-0 iLb7 

11.. .4.c6 (1 IB 224) 223 

12 Wg4 

12 £>xe6 (12W 226) fxe6 13 %4 
(13 Wh5+ 226) #xe5 (13...£)c5 
227) 14 Jid3 225 

12 ... Wxe5 

12.. .*b6 (12B 229) 13 £e2 (13W 

229) h6 (13...£lxe5 257) 14 Wh3 
(14W 232) 242 

13 £.d3 

13i.xb5(13i.e2 240) 233 


13 ...h6 

13B 237 

After 13...h6: 14 £h4 (14 £ixe6 237) 
g5 15 £ixe6 (15W 237) h5 16 Wh3 
(16 *xg5 239) 239 

D) 

7 ... #c7 

8 *13 

8 J&xf6 (8 ±d3 280; 8W 263) 265 

8 ... b5 

8...^3c6 265 

9 0-0-0 

9 Axf6 (9 f5 275; 9W 270) 277 

9 ... b4 

9B 274 

After 9...b4: 10 e5 (10W 275) 4b7 
(10...dxe5 275) 11 ^cb5 (11 *h3 
275) axb5 (U...tfb6 276) 276 

E) 

7 ... £lbd7 

8 Wf3 

8 *e2 (8 i.c4 507; 8W 283) *c7 9 
0-0-0 (9W 297) b5 (9...&e7 295) 
299 

8 ... *c7 

9 0-0-0 

9W 283 

9 ... b5 

10 e5 

10 Axb5 (10 JLd3 259; 10W 254) 
axb5 11 l S)dxb5 (11 e5 293) 295 

10 ... £b7 

11 *h3 dxe5 

12 £)xe6 fxe6 

13 Wxe6+ ±e7 

and now White can play: 14 43xb5 
(14 &xf6 255; 14 i.xb5 257) axb5 
15 ±xb5 288 





The Complete Najdorf: 6 &g5 


The Najdorf Sicilian is the most important, 
popular and talked-about chess opening. It is 
synonymous with the all-time Greats of chess - 
Tal, Fischer and Kasparov. 

The Najdorf offers Black the best of both worlds - excellent 
winning chances without exceptional risks. It includes many famous 
variations, such as the Poisoned Pawn and the Polugaevsky Variation. 

Kasparov has relied on the Najdorf in all his World Championship matches. 
Not only world championships hinge on Najdorf battles - it has proven itself 
in millions of games as the ideal work-horse for club and tournament 
players. This book covers all the intricacies of the critical main lines with 
6Ag5 in detail. 

For further information about Batsford chess books, please write to: 

Batsford Chess Books, 583 Fulham Road, London SW6 5BY 


John Nunn is one of the world's leading grandmasters and 
an outstanding authority on the Najdorf Variation. He is world- 
renowned for the clarity of his explanations and the quality of 
his writing. He finished sixth overall in the World Cup in 1988-9 
In 1995, John Nunn's Best Games became his second work to 
receive the British Chess Federation Book of the Year Award. 
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